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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LA’I  579 


The  Act  increases  by  .’p2  billion  the  borroiwlng  authority  of 
Coinraodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  amends  section  22  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  so  as  to  provide  that  USDA  shall 
make  the  initial  study  and  recommendation  regarding  the  im¬ 
position  of  Import  fees  or  quotas  on  agricultural  commodities 
vrhen  imports  are  interferring  -vd-th  domestic  programs  for  those 
commodities.  The  bill  also  amends  subsection  (f)  of  section  22 
to  provide  that  future  international  agreements  or  amendments 
to  existing  international  agreements  give  effect  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  22  within  the  framework  of  the  general  agre¬ 
ement  on  tariffs  and  trade. 
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SIT^^ARY  Aim  BJTEX  OF  HISTORY  OIJ  K.  R.  6567 


January  3,  1950 

January  10,  1950 

January  24,  1950 
March  1,  1950 
March  3,  1950 
March  8,  1950  ^ 

"X 

March  10,  1950 
March  I3,  1950 

T^arch  15,  1950 
March  23,  1950 


Inarch  24,  1950 


H,  R,  6567  Tfas  intrcxiucecl  by  Rep.  Spence  and  was  referred  to 
the  House  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency.  Print  of  the 
bill  as  introduced. 

S«  2826  was  introduced  by  Senator  Thomas  and  was  referred  to 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  Print  of 
the  bill  as  introduced.  (Companion  bill). 

Hearings;  Senate,  3.  2826. 

Hearings:  House,  H.  R.  6567. 

Print  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Magnuson  to  S.  2826, 

Senate  Committee  reported  S.  2826  mth  amendments.  Senate 
Report  1326.  Print  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

House  Committee  reported  H,  R,  6567  Tdthout  amendment.  House 
Report  1757.  Print  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

Senate  recommitted  S,  2826  to  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee.  Print  of  the  bill  as  recommitted.  Senate  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  bill. 

House  Rules  reported  H.  Res,  513  for  the  considerati.on  of 
H.  R,  6567.  House  Report  1783. 

House  debated  and  passed  H.  R,  6567  iiTithout  amendments.  The 
following  amenctoients  ^vere  rejected: 

Bjr  Rep,  Cole,  by  a  43-143  vote,  requiring  CCC  to  utilize  the 
uJSual  and  customary  channels  of  trade  and  commerce  in  hand¬ 
ling  agricultural  commodities,  pp.  4027-8,  4036-43* 

By  Rep.  Keating,  by  a  55-102  vote,  to  provide  for  an  increase 
of  only  31  billion,  pp.  4043^. 

By  Rep.  Judd,  by  a  51-112  vote,  to  provide  that  CCC  utilize 
the  customary  channels  of  trade  in  handling  agricultural  com.- 
modities  whenever  it  can  be  done  with  equal  efficiency  and 
at  no  greater  cost. 

By  Rep.  Keselton,  by  a  81-!1Jl6  vote,  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
position  by  CCC  of  surplus  foods  to  welfare  agencies,  vdth 
CCC  paying  handling  and  transportation  costs  equivalent  to 
6  months  storage  costs  on  such  comm'Xlities .  pp,  4020,  4030- 

2,  4045-6, 

By  Rep.  ^"'oulder  to  require  CCC  to  make  prompt  settlement  in 
the  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  for  elevators,  pp. 

4046-7, 


Print  of  H,  R,  6567  as  referred  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
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7  arch  30,  1950 

April  13,  1950 

April  19,  1950 
April  28,  1950 

June  5,  1950 

June  6,  1950 


June  7,  1950 

June  15,  1950 
June  20,  1950 
June  21,  1950 
June  23,  1950 
June  26,  1950 

June  28,  1950 


Senate  Committee  reported  H.  R.  6567  ivith  an  amendment. 
Senate  Report  1375.  Print  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

Print  of  an  amendment  proposed  bj  Senator  vrilliams  and 
others  to  H.  R.  6567. 

H.  R.  6567  passed  over  in  the  Senate. 

Print  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  V/illiams  and 
others  to  H,  R.  6567. 

Senate  began  debate  on  H.  R,  6567.  Discussed  GAO  audit 
report  and  record-keeping  problems  of  GCC,  also  liquidation 
of  CCC  loans  on  corn. 

Senate  concluded  debate  and  passed  H.  R,  6567  as  reported 
by  a  vote  of  46-5.  The  folloTring  am.endments  ■were  rejected: 

By  Sen.  Williams,  b^^  a  vote  of  18-50,  to  strike  out  increased 
bonrovj-ing  authority  and  insert  a  provision  repealing  present 
90^  price  supports  in  lieu  of  sunoorts  on  a  sliding  scale, 
pp.  3247-50,  8274-6, 

By  Sen.  Vi'iHiams,  by  a  ■’’ote  of  21-36,  to  increase  borr oaring 
authority  only  ^^1  billion,  pp,  8236-7. 

By  Sen,  Aiken,  by  a  vote  of  20-37,  to  authorize  disposal  of 
surplus  comm.odities  and  paying  of  transportation  costs  to 
international  organizations  for  relief,  pp.  8276-36. 

By  Sen.  Aiken,  by  a  vote  of  23-29,  to  require  CCC  to  reserve 
a  suff icien'tamount  of  borrovfing  authority  to  provide  for  in  - 
creases  to  fulfill  contingent  liabilities  and  outstanding 
commitm-ents .  pp.  3287-9. 

Discussion  of  accounting  practices  and  excerpts  from  GAO 
reports,  pp.  8289-31.  Senate  conferees  appointed. 

Additional  Senate  conferees  appointed.  House  conferees 
appointed . 

House  received  the  Conference  Report,  House  Report  2269. 
House  debated  the  conference  report. 

House  agreed,  235-81,  to  the  conference  report. 

Senate  debated  the  conference  report. 

Senate  agreed,  36-35,  with  the  Vice  President  breaking  a  tie 
vote,  to  the  conference  report. 

Approved,  Public  Daw  579. 
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81st  congress 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  6567 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  KEPEESENTATIVES 

January  3, 1950 

Mr.  Spence  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency 


A  BILL 

To  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Connnodity  Credit 

Corporation. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  Amei'ica  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Act  approved  Marcli  8,  1938  (52 

4  Stat.  108) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  l)y  striking  out  ‘‘$4,750,- 

5  000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$6,750,000,000”. 

6  Sec.  2.  Section  4  (i)  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 

7  tion  Charter  Act  (62  Stat.  1070)  is  amended  by  striking 

8  out  “$4,750,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  “$6,750,000,000”. 
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8l8T  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  2826 


•« 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  10  (legislative  day,  January  4),  1950 

Mr.  Thomas  of  Oklahoma  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 

Coi’poration. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Act  approved  March  8,  1938  (52  Stat. 

4  108) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  hy  striking  out  ‘‘$4,750,000,- 

5  000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$6,750,000,000”. 

6  Sec.  2.  Section  4  (i)  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo- 

7  ration  Charter  Act  (62  Stat.  1070)  is  amended  by  striking 

8  out  “$4,750,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  “$6,750,000,000”. 
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81st  CONGKESS 
2d  Session 


S.  2826 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

^Iarch  3  (legislative  day,  Februara*  22),  1050 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  aiul  ordered  to  be 

printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Magnijson  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Morse)  to  the  bill  (S.  2826)  to  increase  the  borrowing- 
power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  viz:  Add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 

1  Sec.  3.  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 

2  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  7,  sec.  624) ,  is  hereby  amended 

3  to  read  as  follows: 

4  ‘‘Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

5  has  reason  to  believe  that  any  article  or  articles  are  being 

6  or  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
^  States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to 
3  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  interfere 
^  with,  any  program  or  operation  undertaken  under  this  title 

4^  or  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 

3-4-50 - A 


2 


1  amended,  or  section  32,  Pnblic  Law  Numbered  320, 

2  Seventy-fonrtli  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as 

3  amended,  or  any  loan,  })urc]iase,  or  other  program  or  opera- 

4  tion  underttiken  by  the  Department  of  Agrieulturc,  or  any 

5  agency  operating  under  its  direction,  with  respect  to  any 

6  agricultiu’al  commodit}^  or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  sub- 
^  stantially  the  amount  of  an^j^  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce 

8  substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the 

9  United  States  from  any  agricultural  commoditv  or  product 

10  thereof  with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or  opera- 

11  tion  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  cause,  on  his  own  motion 

12  01  on  the  motion  of  interested  producers  or  processors,  an 

13  immediate  investigation  to  he  made  by  the  appropriate  office 


14  or  agency  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

15  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  affected  program, 

16  which  shall  give  precedence  to  investigations  under  this  sec- 

17  tion  to  determine  such  facts.  Such  investigation  shall  be 

18  made  after  due  notice  and  oi)portunity  for  hearing  to  inter- 


19  ested  parties,  and  shall  lie  conducted  subject  to  such  reo-ula- 

20  lions  ns  the  (Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  specify. 

21  “  (h)  If,  oil  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report  to 

22  Inin  of  findings  and  rcconimeiKlations  made  in  connection 


23  therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  the  existence 
21  of  such  facts,  he  shall  certify  to  the  President  such  facts  and 
the  Iiesideiit  may  hv  l»roclaniation  Iniiiose  such  fees  not 
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in  excess  of  50  ])er  eeiituni  ad  valorem  or  such  quantitative 
limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  which  may  ))e  entered, 
or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consnmption  as  he  finds 
and  declares  shown  hy  such  investigation  to  be  necessary 
in  order  that  the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  interfere 
with,  any  program  or  operation  referred  to  in  subsection  (a) , 
of  this  section,  or  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any 
product  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any  such  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  or  i)roduct  thereof  with  respect  to  which 
any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  nndertaken:  Pro- 
vided,  That  no  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  impose 
any  limitation  on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles 
which  may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for 
consumption  which  reduces  such  j)ermissible  total  quantity 
to  proportionately  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  total 
quantity  of  such  article  or  articles  which  was  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  during  a  repre¬ 
sentative  period  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture:  And  provided  furiher,  That  in  designating  any 
article  or  articles,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  describe 
them  by  physical  (pialities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other 
bases  as  he  shall  determine. 

‘‘(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  President 
by  ])roclamation  under  this  section  and  any  revocation,  sus- 
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pension,  or  modification  thereof,  shall  become  effective  on 
such  date  as  shall  he  therein  specified,  and  such  fees  shall  be 
treated  for  administrative  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of 
section  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth 
Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  as  duties 
imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  but  such  fees  shall  not 
be  considered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting  any 
preferential  concession  under  any  international  obligation 
of  the  United  States. 

“(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declara¬ 
tion  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  case  of  a  proclamation 
issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  proc¬ 
lamation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation  may  be  suspended 
or  terminated  by  the  President  whenever  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the  President  that  the 
circumstances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof 
no  longer  exist  or  may  be  modified  by  the  President  when¬ 
ever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the 
President  that  changed  circumstances  require  such  modifi¬ 
cation  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“(e)  Any  decision,  finding,  or  certification  of  facts  and 
required  fees  or  quantitative  limitations  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 


5 


1  “(f)  No  international  agreement  hereafter  shall  he 

2  entered  into  by  the  United  States,  or  renewed,  extended  or 

3  allowed  to  extend  beyond  its  permissible  termination  date 

4  in  contravention  of  this  section.” 
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Calendar  No.  1334 


81st  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  /Session  j 

t  No.  1326 

INCREASING  THE  BORROWING  POWER  OF  THE 
COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 


March  8,  1950. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Thomas  of  Oldalioma,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2826] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  2826)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with 
the  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  amendments. 

STATEMENT 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  make  a  change  in  the  existing  laws  re¬ 
lating  to  the  bori’owing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
The  bill  will  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  this  Corporation  in  order 
that  it  may  carry  out  more  efficiently  and  more  effectively  the  func¬ 
tions  and  duties  imposed  on  it  bv  the  Congress. 

Hearings  have  been  conducted Ijy  your  committee  during  this  session 
of  the  Congress.  As  developed  in  the  hearings,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
have  this  additional  borrowing  authority  of  $2,000,000,000  for  the 
completion  of  the  support  program  for  the  1949-50  commodities,  and 
to  announce  and  carry  out  the  comtemplated  support  program  for 
the  1950-51  nonbasic  commodities.  Also,  it  will  give  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  sufficient  reserve  in  which  to  cany  out  its  contem¬ 
plated  1950-51  support  programs. 

CONCLUSION 

In  the  opinion  of  your  committee  the  absence  of  this  increased 
borrowing  authority  of  $2,000,000,000  would  seriously  hinder  the 
operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  in  connection  with 
the  support  programs,  and  your  committee  urges  the  enactment  of 
this  legislation  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 
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A  copy  of  a  letter  from  Secretary  Charles  F.  Brannan,  dated  March 
1,  1950,  setting  forth  the  need  for  prompt  action  on  this  bill  is  attached 
hereto  and  made  a  part  of  said  report. 


March  1,  1950. 

Hon.  Elmer  Thomas, 

Chairman,  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 

Dear  Senator  Thomas:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  views  of 
the  Department  concerning  the  necessity  of  prompt  action  on  S.  2826,  a  bill  to 
increase  the  borrowing  authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  by 
$2,000,000,000. 

The  situation  has  not  changed  materially  since  I  appeared  before  your  com¬ 
mittee  on  Tuesday,  January  24,  except  that  we  are  a  month  closer  to  the  time 
when  1950  crop  price-support  programs  must  be  finally  formulated  and  an¬ 
nounced.  It  is  estimated  that  sufficient  borrowing  authority  is  available  to  meet 
all  requirements  of  the  Corporation  on  the  1949  price-support  programs. 

As  of  December  31  the  total  obligations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
were  $3,896,000,000.  It  is  expected  that  the  obligations  will  increase,  during  the 
first  half  of  this  calendar  year,  to  a  maximum  of  over  $4,300,000,000. 

As  was  pointed  out  to  your  committee,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  predict  the 
total  funds  needed  to  support  the  1950  crops  which  have  not  yet  been  planted. 
This  difficult}'  arises  from  a  number  of  factors  but  principally  from  the  impossi¬ 
bility  of  predicting  the  weather  throughout  the  growing  and  harvesting  season, 
the  acreage  which  will  be  planted,  and  the  domestic  and  foreign  demand  as  much 
as  a  year  or  18  months  in  advance. 

However,  based  upon  the  assumption  of  normal  weather,  high  national  income, 
relatively  strong  foreign  demand,  and  other  factors,  we  have  estimated  that  the 
borrowing  authority  in  use  during  the  next  fiscal  year  will  reach  a  peak  of  $5,300,- 
000,000.  However,  the  Department  pointed  out  that,  based  solely  on  an  increase 
of  15  percent  over  our  estimates  in  the  yields  of  cotton,  corn,  and  wheat  alone, 
our  total  needs  might  reach  $6,300,000,000.  I  further  pointed  out  that  the 
Corporation  needs  a  reserve  in  borrowing  authority  at  all  times  over  and  above 
the  amount  actually  in  use.  Ample  borrowing  authority  for  the  Corporation  is 
in  itself  a  stabilizing  influence.  Actual  borrowings  are  made  on  a  day-to-day 
basis  and  will  be  limited  to  actual  requirements  of  the  Corporation  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  economic  and  other  conditions 
which  prevail  in  this  country. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  F.  Brannan,  Secretary. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  mtb  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Kules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  wliich  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as  Amended 

Sec.  4.  With  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue  and  have  outstanding  at  any  one  time, 
bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  other  similar  obligations  in  an  aggregate  amount 
not  exceeding  [$4,750,000,000]  $6,750,000,000.  Such  obligations  shall  be  in  such 
forms  and  denominations,  shall  have  such  maturities,  shall  bear  such  rates  of 
interest,  shall  be  subject  to  s\ich  terms  and  conditions,  and  shall  be  issued  in  such 
manner  and  sold  at  such  prices  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  with  the  approv'al  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Such  obligations 
shall  be  fully  and  unconditionally  guaranteed  both  as  to  interest  and  principal 
by  the  United  States,  and  such  guaranty  shall  be  expressed  on  the  face  thereof, 
and  such  obligations  shall  be  lawful  investments  and  may  be  accepted  as  security 
for  all  fiduciary,  tru.st,  and  public  funds  the  investment  or  deposit  of  which  shall 
be  under  the  authority  or  control  of  the  United  States  or  any  officer  or  officers 
thereof.  In  the  event  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  unable 
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to  pay  upon  demand,  when  due,  the  principal  of,  or  interest  on,  such  obligations, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  holder  the  amount  thereof  which 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  a))propriated,  and  thereupon  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  so  paid  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  succeed  to  all  the  rights  of  the  holders  of  such 
obligations.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  his  discretion,  is  authorized  to 
purchase  any  obligations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  issued  hereunder, 
and  for  such  purpose  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  to  use  as  a 
public-debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities  hereafter 
issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  purposes  for 
which  securities  may  be  issued  under  such  Act,  as  amended,  are  extended  to 
include  any  purchases  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s  obligations  here¬ 
under.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  at  any  time  sell  any  of  the  obligations 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  acquired  by  him  under  this  section.  All 
redemptions,  purchases,  and  sales  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  the  obliga¬ 
tions  of  the  CoTiimodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  treated  as  public-debt 
transactions  of  the  United  States.  No  such  obligations  shall  be  issued  in  excess 
of  the  assets  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  including  the  a.ssets  to  be 
obtained  from  the  proceeds  of  such  obligations,  but  a  failure  to  comply  with  this 
provision  shall  not  invalidate  the  obligations  or  the  guaranty  of  the  same:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  this  sentence  shall  not  limit  the  authority  of  the  Corporation  to  issue 
obligations  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  its  annual  budget  programs  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  Congress  pursuant  to  the  Government  Corporation 
Control  Act  (31  U.  S.  C.,  1946  edition,  sec.  841).  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  have  power  to  purchase  such  obligations  in  the  open  market  at 
any  time  and  at  an}'^  price. 

Commodity  Cbedit  Corporation  Charter  Act 

Sec.  4.  General  Powers. — The  Corporation  *  *  * 

(i)  May  borrow  money  subject  to  any  provision  of  law  applicable  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration:  Provided,  That  the  total  of  all  money  borrowed  by  the  Corporation, 
other  than  trust  deposits  and  advances  received  on  sales,  shall  not  at  any  time 
exceed  in  the  aggregate  [$4,750,000,0003  $6,750,000,000.  The  Corporation  shall 
at  all  times  reserve  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  authorized  borrowing  power  which, 
together  with  other  funds  available  to  the  Corporation,  will  enable  it  to  purchase, 
in  accordance  with  its  contracts  with  lending  agencies,  notes,  or  other  obligations 
evidencing  loans  made  by  such  agencies  under  the  Corporation’s  programs. 

Sec.  5.  Specific  Powers. — In  the  fulfillment  of  its  purposes  and  in  carrying 
out  its  annual  budget  programs  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Congress 
pursuant  to  the  Government  Corporation  Control  Act  (31  U.  S.  C.  1940  edition, 
Supp.  V,  841),  the  Corporation  is  authorized  to  use  its  general  powers  only  to — 

(a)  Support  the  prices  of  agricultural  commodities  through  loans,  purchases, 
payments,  and  other  operations. 

(b)  Make  available  materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection  with  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  marketing  of  agricultural  commodities. 

(c)  Procure  agricultural  commodities  for  sale  to  other  Government  agencies, 
foreign  governments,  and  domestic,  foreign,  or  international  relief  or  rehabilitation 
agencies,  and  to  meet  domestic  requirements. 

(d)  Remove  and  dispose  of  or  aid  in  the  removal  or  disposition  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities. 

(e)  Increase  the  domestic  consumption  of  agricultural  commodities  by  expand¬ 
ing  or  aiding  in  the  expansion  of  domestic  markets  or  by  developing  or  aiding  in 
the  development  of  new  and  additional  markets,  marketing  facilities,  and  uses 
for  such  commodities. 

(f)  Export  or  cause  to  be  exported,  or  aid  in  the  development  of  foreign  markets 
for,  agricultural  commodities. 

(g)  Carry  out  such  other  operations  as  the  Congress  may  specifically  au¬ 
thorize  or  provide  for. 

[In  the  Corporation’s  purchasing  and  selling  operations  with  respect  to  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  (except  sales  to  other  Government  agencies),  and  in  the 
warehousing,  transporting,  processing,  or  handling  of  agricultural  commodities, 
the  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  consistent  with  the 
fulfillment  of  the  Corporation’s  purposes  and  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct 
of  its  business,  utilize  the  usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrange¬ 
ments  of  trade  and  commerce.  3 

In  the  Corporation’s  purchasing  and  selling  operations  with  respect  to  agricultural 
commodities  {except  sales  to  other  Government  agencies),  and  in  the  acquisition,  ware- 
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housing,  transporting,  processing,  or  handling  of  agricultural  commodities,  the 
Corporation  shall  employ  the  services  of  dealers,  commission  merchants  and  the 
other  usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce. 


Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  May  12,  1933,  as  Amended 

[Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  President  has  reason  to  believe  that  any  article 
or  articles  are  being  or  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render 
ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  any  program  or  operation  undertaken 
under  this  title  or  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended, 
or  section  32,  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved 
August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  operation 
undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  or  any  agency  operating  under  its 
direction,  with  respect  to  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to 
reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the  United  States 
from  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to  which  any 
such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  cause  an  immediate 
investigation  to  be  made  by  the  L^nited  States  Tariff  Commission,  which  shall 
give  precedence  to  investigations  under  this  section  to  determine  such  facts. 
Such  investigation  shall  be  made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing 
to  interested  parties,  and  shall  be  conducted  subject  to  such  regulations  as  the 
President  shall  specify. 

[(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  rejiort  to  him  of  findings  and 
recommendations  made  in  connection  therewith,  the  President  finds  the  existence 
of  such  facts,  he  shall  by  proclamation  impose  such  fees  not  in  excess  of  50  per 
centum  ad  valorem  or  .such  quantitative  limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  ivhich 
may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds  and 
declares  shown  by  such  investigation  to  be  necessary  in  order  that  the  entry  of 
such  article  or  articles  ivill  not  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially 
interfere  with,  any  program  or  operation  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  or  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the  United 
States  from  any  such  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to 
which  any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken:  Provided,  That  no  proc¬ 
lamation  under  this  section  shall  impose  any  limitation  on  the  total  quantity  of 
any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered,  or  withdraivn  from  warehouse,  for 
consumption  which  reduces  such  permissible  total  cpiantit}'  to  proportionately 
less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  total  quantity  of  such  article  or  articles  which  was 
entered,  or  M'ithdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumiition  during  a  representative 
period  as  determined  by  the  President:  And  provided  further.  That  in  de.signating 
any  article  or  articles,  the  President  may  describe  them  by  physical  qualities, 
value,  use,  or  upon  such  other  bases  as  he  shall  determine. 

[(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  President  by  proclamation  under 
this  section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or  modification  thereof,  shall  become 
effective  on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and  such  fees  shall  be  treated 
for  administrative  purpo.ses  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  32  of  Public  Law 
Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as  amended, 
as  duties  imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  but  such  fees  shall  not  Ije  considered 
as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting  any  preferential  concession  under  any 
international  obligation  of  the  United  States. 

[(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declaration  in  the  manner  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  case  of  a  proclamation  issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  any  proclamation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation  may  be  suspended  or 
terminated  by  the  President  whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that  the  circum¬ 
stances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof  no  longer  exist  or  may  be 
modified  by  the  President  whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that  changed  circum¬ 
stances  require  such  modification  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

[(e)  Any  decision  of  the  President  as  to  facts  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 

[(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of 
any  treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to  which  the  United  States  is  or 
hereafter  becomes  a  party.] 

Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  reason  to  believe  that  any 
article  or  articles  are  being  or  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render 
ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  any  program  or  operation  undertaken  under 
this  title  or  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  or  section 
32,  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August  1935, 
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-as  amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  operation  undertaken  hy  the 
Department  of  AgriculUire,  or  any  agency  operating  under  its  direction,  with  respect 
to  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount 
of  any  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed 
in  the  United  States  from  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect 
to  which  any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  cause,  on  his 
own  motion  or  on  the  motion  of  interested  producers  or  processors,  an  immediate 
investigation  to  be  made  by  the  appropriate  office  or  agency  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  affected  program, 
which  shall  give  precedence  to  investigations  under  this  section  to  determine  such 
facts.  Such  investigation  shall  be  made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing 
to  interested  parties,  and  shall  be  conducted  subject  to  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  shall  specify. 

(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report  to  him  of  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  made  in  connection  therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  the 
existence  of  such  facts,  he  shall  certify  to  the  President  such  facts  and  the  President 
may  by  proclamation  impose  such  fees  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  ad  valorem  or 
such  quantitative  limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds  and  declares  shown  by  such 
investigation  to  be  necessary  in  order  that  the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  any  program  or 
operation  referred  to  in  subsection  (a),  of  this  section,  or  reduce  substantially  the 
amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any  such  agricultural 
commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or  operation  is 
being  undertaken:  Provided,  That  no  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  impose 
any  limitation  on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered, 
or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  which  reduces  such  permissible  total 
quantity  to  proportionately  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  total  quantity  of  such 
article  or  articles  which  was  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption 
during  a  representative  period  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture:  And 
provided  further.  That  in  designating  any  article  or  articles,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  jnay  describe  them  by  physical  qualities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other  bases 
as  he  shall  determine. 

(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  President  by  proclamation  under  this 
section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or  modification  thereof,  shall  become  effective 
on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and  such  fees  shall  be  treated  for  administra¬ 
tive  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy- 
fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  as  duties  imposed  by  the 

Tariff  Act  of  1930,  but  such  fees  shall  not  be  considered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of 
grariting  any  preferential  concession  under  any  international  obligation  of  the  United 
States. 

(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declaration  in  the  manner  provided  in 
the  case  of  a  proclamation  issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (6)  of  this  section,  any  procla¬ 
mation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation  inay  be  suspended  or  terminated  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the  President  that  the 
circumstances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof  no  longer  exist  or  may  be 
modified  by  the  President  whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to 
the  President  that  changed  circumstances  require  such  modification  to  carry  o^it  the 
purposes  of  this  section. 

{e)  Any  decision,  finding.,  or  certification  of  facts  and  required  fees  or  qiiantitative 
limitations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 

(/)  No  international  agreement  hereafter  shall  be  entered  into  by  the  United  States, 
or  renewed,  extended  or  allowed  to  exteJid  beyond  its  permissible  termination  date  in 
contravention  of  this  section. 
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81st  congress 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1334 

S.  2826 

[Report  No.  1326] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  10  (legislative  clay,  January  4),  1950 

Mr.  Tho:mas  of  Oklahoma  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

March  8, 1950 

Rc])orted  by  ]Mr.  Thomas  of  Oklahoma,  with  amendments 
[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  increase  the  boiTowing-  power  of  Coiiiinodity  Credit 

Corporation. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Act  approved  March  8,  1938  (52  Stat. 

4  108) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘‘$4,750,000,- 

5  000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$6,750,000,000”. 

6  Sec.  2.  Section  4  (i)  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo- 

7  ration  Charter  Act  (62  Stat.  1070)  is  amended  by  striking 

8  out  “$4,750,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  “$6,750,000,000”. 

10  Sec.  3.  The  last  paragraph  of  section  5  of  the  Com- 
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modity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  (Public  Law  806) 
is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“In  the  Corporation^  purchasing  and  selling  operations 
with  respect  to  agricidtural  commodities  ( except  sales  to  other 
Government  agencies),  and  in  the  acquisition,  loarehousing, 
transporting,  processing,  or  handling  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  the  Corporation  shall  employ  the  services  of  dealers, 
commission  merchants,  and  the  other  usual  and  customary 
channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade  and 
commerced 

Sec.  4.  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  7,  sec.  624),  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  reason  to  believe  that  any  article  or  articles  are  being 
or  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  ynaterially  interfere 
with,  any  program  or  operation  undeiiaken  under  this  title 
or  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  or  section  32,  Public  Law  Numbered  320, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as 
amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agrictdture,  or  any 
agency  operating  under  its  direction,  with  respect  to  any 
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agnc/ultural  commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce 
substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce 
substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the 
United  States  from  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product 
thereof  with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  cause,  on  his  own  motion 
or  on  the  motion  of  interested  producers  or  processors,  an 
immediate  investigation  to  be  made  by  the  appropriate  office 
or  agency  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  affected  program, 
which  shall  give  precedence  to  investigations  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  determine  such  facts.  Such  investigation  shall  be 
made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  inter¬ 
ested  parties,  and  shall  be  conducted  subject  to  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  specify. 

'‘(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report  to 
him  of  findings  and  recommendations  made  in  connection 
therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  the  existence 
of  such  facts,  he  shall  certify  to  the  President  such  facts  and 
the  President  may  by  ^  proclamation  impose  such  fees  not 
in  excess  of  50  per  centum  ad  valorem  or  such  quantitative 
limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered, 
or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds 
and  declares  shown  by  such  investigation  to  be  necessary 
in  order  that  the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not 
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render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materiully  interfere 
with,  any  proyram  or  operatio7i  refeiwed  to  in  subsection  (a), 
of  this  section,  or  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any 
product  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any  such  ayri- 
cultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to  which 
any  such  proyram  or  operation  is  bemg  undertaken:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  impose 
any  limitation  on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles 
which  7nay  be  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for 
consu7nption  which  reduces  such  permissible  total  quantity 
to  propo7Hionately  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  total 
qua7itity  of  such  a7dicle  or  ai'ticles  which  was  ode  red,  or 
withdrawn  fro7n  warehouse,  for  co7isumption  duiiny  a  repre¬ 
sentative  period  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Ayri- 
culture:  And  provided  fuidher.  That  in  desiynatiny  emy 
article  or  articles,  the  Secretai^y  of  Ayricidture  7nay  describe 
them  by  physiccd  qualities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other 
bases  as  he  shall  dete7^mine. 

“(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  miposed  by  the  President 
by  procla7nation  under  this  section  and  a7iy  revocedion,  sus¬ 
pension,  or  7nodification  thereof,  shall  become  effective  on 
such  dcde  as  shall  be  therem  specified,  and  such  fees  sh(dl  be 
treated  for  administrative  purposes  anel  for  the  purposes  of 
section  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth 
Congress,  apiproved  August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  as  duties 


1  imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  hut  such  fees  shall  not 

2  he  considered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting  any 

3  preferential  concession  under  any  intermational  obligation 

4  of  the  United  States. 

5  “(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declara- 

6  tion  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  case  of  a  proclamation 

7  issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  proc- 

8  tarnation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation  may  be  suspended 

9  or  terminated  by  the  President  whenever  the  Secretary  of 

10  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the  President  that  the 

11  circumstances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof 

12  no  longer  exist  or  may  he  modified  by  the  President  when- 

j 

13  ever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the 

14  President  that  changed  circumstances  require  such  modifi- 

15  cation  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

16  ‘‘(e)  Any  decision,  finding,  or  certification  of  facts  and 

17  required  fees  or  quantitative  limitations  of  the  Secretary  of 

18  Agriculture  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 

19  “(f)  ^0  international  agreement  hereafter  shall  be 

20  entered  into  by  the  United  States,  or  reyewed,  extended  or 

21  allowed  to  extend  beyond  its  permissible  termination  date 

22  in  contravention  of  this  section.” 
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81st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES  (  Eeport 
2d  Session  j  I  No.  1757 


INCREASING  THE  BORROWING  POWER  OF  COMMODITY 

CREDIT  CORPORATION 


March  10,  1950. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  ou  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Spence,  from  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  sub¬ 
mitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  6567] 

The  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
“Corporation”)  was  organized  October  17,  1933,  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Delaware.  Successive  legislation  had  continued  the 
Corporation  under  its  Delaware  charter  as  an  agency  of  the  United 
States  until  June  30,  1948.  Under  the  President’s  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  of  1940  and  the  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  of 
1946  the  Corporation  was  made  a  part  of  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  given  the 
responsibility  of  general  direction,  supervision,  and  administration  of 
its  operations.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act 
(Public  Law  806,  80th  Cong.),  effective  July  1,  1948,  established  the 
Corporation  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent 
Federal  charter.  Section  2  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Charter  Act  states  that  the  Corporation  is  created  for  the  purpose  of 
stabilizing,  supporting,  and  protecting  farm  income  and  prices,  assist¬ 
ing  in  the  maintenance  of  balanced  and  adequate  supplies  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities,  products  thereof,  foods,  feeds  and  fibers,  and  of 
facilitating  the  orderly  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities. 

Since  the  inception  of  the  Corporation  through  January  31,  1950, 
the  Corporation’s  net  realized  loss  with  respect  to  price-support 
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operations  amounted  to  $483,214,626.  On  the  other  major  operations 
which  the  Corporation  performed,  the  supply  program  resulted  in  a 
net  income  of  $302,891,522 ;  the  foreign-purchase  program  a  net  income 
of  $50,239,551;  the  commodity-export  program  a  net  loss  of  $13,- 
745,632;  and  other  operations  including  the  grain-bin  program,  a  net 
loss  of  $10,710,041 .  Thus  the  net  result  of  the  Corporation’s  activities 
on  January  31,  1950,  excluding  the  wartime  consumer-subsidy  costs, 
amounted  to  a  realized  deficit  of  $154,539,226.  Averaged  over  the 
17-year  life  of  the  Corporation  the  net  loss  amounted  to  only  $9,- 
000,000  per  year. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  bill  would  increase  the  borrowing  authority  of  the  Corporation 
an  additional  $2,000,000,000.  The  borrowing  authority  of  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  at  the  present  time  is  $4,750,000,000.  The  present  ceiling  on 
the  Corporation’s  borrowing  authority  was  set  in  1945.  Since  that 
time  the  prices  of  farm  commodities,  as  is  true  of  the  prices  of  most 
commodities,  has  increased.,^.  As  of  January  31,  1950,  the  total  in¬ 
vestment  of  the  Corporation  arising  from  its  price-support  activities 
aggregated  $3,947,423,790.  Of  this  total  investment,  $2,204,022,898 
represented  investments  in  loans  and  included  loans  held  by  the  Cor¬ 
poration,  loans  held  by  lending  agencies  under  obligations  to  pur- 
(^diase,  and  loans  approved  but  not  fully  processed.  Investment  in 
inventories  represented  $1,743,400,892  ,at  their  cost  value.  Of  the 
total  investment  in  both  loans  and  inventories  over  2.9  billion  dollars 
represents  investments  in  three  commodities — namely,  cotton,  corn, 
and  wheat.  The  remaining  $1,000,000,000  is  invested  primarily  in 
flaxseed,  linseed  oil,  dried  eggs,  wool,  butter,  tobacco,  dried  milk, 
barley,  and  other  small  grains. 

The  present  inventories  of  storable  commodities  may  be  looked  upon 
as  national  reserves  against  domestic  shortages  or  to  meet  interna¬ 
tional  emergencies.  Over  a  long  period  these  inventories  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  effectively  utilized  without  substantial  cost  to  the  taxpayer. 
Such  has  been  the  experience  of  the  Corporation.  It  has  been  true, 
however,  that  support  of  some  perishable  commodities  such  as  potatoes 
and  eggs  has  been  expensive. 

It  is  expected  that  the  Corporation  will  have  in  use  this  spring  a 
total  of  over  4.3  billion  dollars  primarily  in  the  support  of  1949  and 
prior  crops.  It  is  estimated  that  recoveries  may  reduce  the  amount 
in  use  to  about  3.9  billion  dollars  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 
The  balance  of  the  statutory  borrowing  authority  available  and  estim¬ 
ated  receipts  from  sale  of  investories,  repayments  of  loans,  and  other 
recoveries  subsequent  to  July  1,  1951,  are  not  sufficient  to  permit  the 
Corporation  to  meet  its  price-support  obligations  on  the  1950  crops. 
The  most  recent  estimate  which  the  Corporation  has  made  as  to  the 
maximum  amount  needed  for  price  support  through  the  fiscal  year 
1951  amounts  to  5.3  billion  dollars.  It  is  necessary  to  bear  in  mind 
that  this  estimate  deals  with  1950  crops  which  have  not  yet  been 
planted  and  a  variation  in  any  one  of  several  factors  will  result  in 
changes  in  fund  needs  just  as  the  increase  of  one-half  million  bales  in 
the  revised  1949  cotton  crop  estimate  substantially  increased  estimated 
requirements  of  the  Corporation.  Variation  in  estimated  fund  re¬ 
quirements  can  be  well  illustrated  by  reference  to  the  effect  of  changes 
in  yields  of  cotton,  wheat,  and  corn.  The  estimates  for  fund  needs 
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for  the  1950-crop  corn  were  based  on  an  estimated  yield  of  38.5  bushels 
per  acre.  Should  the  yield  actually  equal  the  1948  yield  of  42.8 
bushels,  additional  funds  required  by  the  Corporation  to  support 
this  crop  would  amount  to  about  $400,000,000.  The  1950-crop  wheat 
requirements  were  based  on  a  5-year  average  yield  of  16.5  bushels  per 
acre.  Should  the  yield  equal  the  1947  yield  of  18.5  bushels  per  acre, 
an  additional  $300,000,000  would  be  required  in  supporting  the  price 
of  wheat.  The  1950-crop  cotton  estimated  requirements  were  based 
on  a  yield  of  270  pounds  per  acre.  Should  this  yield  turn  out  to  equal 
the  1948  yield  of  313  pounds  per  acre,  the  Corporation  would  need 
$260,000,000  more  in  its  support  operations  for  the  cotton  crop.  Thus, 
it  can  be  seen  that  solely  on  the  basis  of  possible  changes  in  yields  for 
these  three  commodities  alone,  the  Corporation  could  require  almost 
$1,000,000,000  more  during  the  next  year  than  the  presently  estimated 
5.3-billion-dollar  requirement. 

If  less  funds  are  required  for  support  of  1950  crops  than  for  1948  and 
1949  crops,  the  Corporation,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  would  have 
some  unused  authorized  borrowing  authority.  It  is  desirable  that 
the  Corporation  have  borrowing  authority  in  excess  of  immediate 
foreseeable  needs.  Ample  borrowing  authority  is  in  itself  a  stabilizing 
influence.  It  gives  farmers,  lending  agencies,  the  trade,  and  the  econ¬ 
omy  in  general,  assurance  that  the  Corporation  can  and  will  fulfill  its 
obligations  under  varying  circumstances.  It  may  well  result  in  less 
use  of  the  borrowing  authority  than  would  be  the  case  if  doubt  arose 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  Corporation  had  adequate  authority,  as  the 
latter  coidd  lead  to  a  “run”  on  the  actual  borrowing  authority  pro¬ 
vided. 

In  considering  an  increase  m  authorized  borrowing  authority  for  the 
Corporation  it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  increase  in 
authorization  does  not  in  itself  mean  increased  use  of  the  authority. 
The  borrowing  authority  will  only  be  used  to  the  actual  extent  needed 
to  carry  out  agricultural  price-support  operations  in  accordance  with 
the  policies  laid  down  by  the  Congress.  No  harm  can  come  from 
unused  authorized  borrowing  authority  but  an  inadequate  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  borrowing  authority  coidd  have  a  tragic  impact  on  the  entire 
price-support  program  as  well  as  on  our  whole  economy.  It  should 
also  be  borne  in  mind  that  funds  invested  in  commodity  loans  and 
inventories  do  not,  in  themselves,  constitute  a  loss  to  the  taxpayer. 
The  actual  cost,  if  any,  to  the  taxpayer  is  determined  only  upon 
disposition  of  the  commodities  acquired. 

The  attention  of  the  committee  was  called  to  the  existing  arrange¬ 
ments  between  the  Corporation  and  lending  agencies  with  respect  to 
the  division  of  the  interest  charged  on  price-support  loans  as  not  being 
sufficient  to  cover  the  costs  incm-red  by  some  lending  agencies  in 
servicing  the  loans.  iThe  Corporation  enters  into  lending  agency 
'  agreements,  usually  with  banks,  in  which  the  Corporation  obligates 
itself  to  purchase  such  loans  from  the  lending  agencies  at  any  time  on 
demand  or  at  maturity,  and  to  pa\  interest  to  the  lending  agency  at 
the  rate  oi  lYz  percent  per  annum.  In  the  event  the  producer  desires 
to  redeem  his  loan  before  or  at  maturity,  he  is  charged  interest  at  the 
rate  of  3  percent  per  annum,  IK  percent  being  retained  by  the  lending 
agency  and  lYi  percent  remitted  to  the  Corporation.  If  the  producer 
does  not  redeem  his  loan  he  pays  no  interest,  but  the  Corporation 
imdei’  its  agreement  with  the  lending  agency  pays  the  lending  agency 
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interest  at  the  rate  of  1  %  percent  per  annum.  ^  j^ect  all  of^^ch  loans- 
are  demand  obligations  which  can  be  sold  to  me  Corporation  at 
tone.  Under  an  arrangement  worked  out  for  the  first  time  in  con- 
Ti^tioTi  with  the  1949  crops  in  order  to  permit  lending  agencies  to 
make  and  hold  all  Corporation  loans  originating  in  the  community, 
even  though  the-  demands  for  such  loans  might  exceed  the  available 
funds,  lending  agencies  may  obtain  immediate  reimbursement  of  their 
fimds  from  the  Corporation  and  service  the  loan  for  the  Corporation 
on  a  fee.  basis. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  at  this  time  that  the  division  of 
the  interest  revenue  on  such  loans  is  not  generally  inadequate  to  com¬ 
pensate  the  lending  agencies  for  their  services  in  view  of  the  volume 
of  such  loans  and  the  demand  character  of  the  obligation.  However, 
it  is  possible  that  smaller  banks  participating  in  this  program  may 
be  handling  such  loans  at  a  loss  and  the  committee  believes  that  the 
Corporation  should  investigate  this  situation  and  if  such  is  the  case 
work  out  a  solution  so  that  such  hanks  or  other  lending  agencies  may 
receive  an  adequate  return  for  the  services  performed. 

Testimony  was  presented  to  the  committee  during  its  hearings 
by  representatives  of  the  grain  trade  that  the  Corporation  bypasses 
the  services  of  subterminal  and  terminal  representatives  in  connection 
with  the  shipment  of  grain  from  country  elevators.  It  was  contended 
that  because  the  Corporation  did  not  use  the  services  of  the  trade  that 
shipments  from  country  elevators  to  subtei-minal  and  terminal  storage 
were  not  being  handled  in  a  satisfactory  manner,  and  resulted  in 
unnecessary  and  long  delays  in  receipt  of  weight  and  grade  certificates, 
filing  claims,  effecting  final  settlements  and  completing  the  transac¬ 
tions.  These  complaints  were  directed  primarily  at  the  movement 
of  Corporation-owned  grain,  for  in  other  cases  country  shippers  are 
free  to  avail  themselves  of  the  services  of  the  trade. 

Your  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Corporation  should  fully 
investigate  and  make  a  complete  study  of  this  matter,  and  explore 
all  of  the  possibilities  of  using  the  private  trade  in  connection  with 
these  subtei'minal  and  terminal  movements.  If  it  is  found,  as  claimed, 
that  such  operations  can  be  performed  more  economically  and  expe¬ 
ditiously  than  by  present  methods,  the  Corporation  should  work  out 
an  arrangement  with  the  private  trade  to  handle  these  operations  on 
a  fee  or  other  basis. 

The  committee  was  disturbed  by  the  large  payments  made  in  some 
cases  to  individuals  under  the  price-support  program.  Testimony 
presented  to  the  committee  during  its  hearings  showed  that  some 
individuals  were  receiving  as  much  as  $500,000  in  price-support  pay¬ 
ments  on  one  crop,  particularly  with  respect  to  potatoes.  Such  large 
payments  to  individuals  are  not  in  keeping  with  the  objective  of  the 
price-support  program  and  may  well  be  detrimental  to  the  program 
as  a  whole.  This  is  parricularly  true  in  those  cases  in  which  large 
surpluses  exist.  In  view  of  the  vital  necessity  of  increasing  the  bor- 
rovving  authority  of  the  Corporation  at  the  earliest  possible  time  so 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  may  announce  its  1950  crop 
programs,  it  was  the  considered  judgment  of  your  committee  that  this 
bill  should  not  he  delayed  until  such  time  as  the  committee  could  study 
all  of  the  phases  and  ramifications  of  this  problem.  Moreover,  at  this 
time  a  conference  committee  of  both  Houses  is  meeting  upon  a  bill 
which  it  is  hoped  may  result  in  a  solution  to  this  very  problem.  It  is 
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the  purpose  of  the  committee  to  follow  up  this  problem  of  exceptionally 
high  payments  to  individuals  to  the  end  that  a  solution  may  be  reached 
which  will  be  compatible  with  the  purposes  of  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  paragraph  2a  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill, 
as  introduced,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be 
omitted  is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics 
existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Act  of  March  8,  1938,  as  Amended 
******* 

Sec.  4.  With  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue  and  have  outstanding  at  any  one  time, 
bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  other  similar  obligations  in  an  aggregate  amount 
not  exceeding  [$4,750,000,000]  $6,750,000,000.  Such  obligations  shall  be  in 
such  forms  and  denominations,  shall  have  such  maturities,  shall  bear  such  rates 
of  interest,  shall  be  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions,  and  shall  be  issued  in 
such  manner  and  sold  at  such  prices  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Such 
obligations  shall  be  fully  and  unconditionally  guaranteed  both  as  to  interest  and 
principal  by  the  United  States,  and  such  guaranty  shall  be  expressed  on  the  face 
thereof,  and  such  obligations  shall  be  lawful  investments  and  may  be  accepted 
as  security  for  all  fiduciary,  trust,  and  public  funds  the  investment  or  deposit 
of  which  shall  be  under  the  authority  or  control  of  the  United  States  or  any 
officer  or  officers  thereof.  In  any  event,  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  be  unable  to  pay  upon  demand,  when  due,  the  principal  of,  or  interest  on, 
such  obligations,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  holder  the  amount 
thereof  which  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  and  thereupon  to  the  extent  of  the  amount 
of  the  holders  of  such  obligations.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  his  discre¬ 
tion,  is  authorized  to  purchase  any  obligations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  issued  hereunder,  and  for  such  purpose  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
authorized  to  use  as  a  public-debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any 
securities  hereafter  issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  and 
the  purposes  for  which  securities  may  be  issued  under  such  Act,  as  amended,  are 
extended  to  include  any  purchases  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s 
obligations  hereunder.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  at  any  time  sell 
any  of  the  obligations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  acquired  by  him 
under  this  section.  All  redemptions,  purchases,  and  sales  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  of  the  obligations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be 
treated  as  public-debt  transactions  of  the  United  States.  No  such  obligations 
shall  be  issued  in  excess  of  the  assets  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
including  the  assets  to  be  obtained  from  the  proceeds  of  such  obligations,  but  a 
failure  to  comply  with  this  provision  shall  not  invalidate  the  obligations  or  the 
guaranty  of  the  same:  Provided,  That  this  sentence  shall  not  limit  the  authority 
of  the  Corporation  to  issue  obligations  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  its  annual 
budget  programs  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Congress  pursuant  to  the 
Government  Corporation  Control  Act  (31  U.  S.  C.,  1946  edition,  sec.  841). 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  have  power  to  purchase  such  obligations 
in  the  open  market  at  any  time  and  at  any  price. 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act 

;fc  3):  ^  :fc 

Sec.  4.  General  powers. — The  Corporation  *  *  * 

^  4:  4:  %  4: 

E?  (i)  May  borrow  money  subject  to  any  provision  of  law  applicable  to  the  Corpo¬ 
ration:  Provided,  That  the  total  of  all  money  borrowed  by  the  Corporation,  other 
than  trust  deposits  and  advances  received  on  sales,  shall  not  at  any  time  exceed 
in  the  aggregate  [$4,750,000,000]  $6,750,000,000.  The  Corporation  shall  at 
all  times  reserve  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  authorized  borrowing  power  which, 
together  with  other  funds  available  to  the  Corporation,  will  enable  it  to  purchase, 
in  accordance  with  its  contracts  with  lending  agencies,  notes,  or  other  obligations 
evidencing  loans  made  by  such  agencies  under  the  Corporation’s  program. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS 


The  purpose  of  these  additional  views  is  not  to  express  any  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  increase  in  the  borrowing  powers  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  which  this  bill  provides. 

The  announced  policy  of  the  Congress  and  the  Corporation  is  that 
the  normal  facilities  for  handling  and  distributing  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  shall  not  be  supplanted. 

In  title  II  of  the  Research  and  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  the  Seventy- 
ninth  Congress  declared  its  policy  to  be  as  follows: 

A  sound,  efficient,  and  privately  operated  system  for  distributing  and  marketing 
agricultural  products  is  essential  to  a  prosperous  agriculture  and  is  indispensable 
to  the  maintenance  of  full  employment  and  to  the  welfare,  prosperity,  and  health 
of  the  Nation. 

Subsequently,  in  1948,  in  the  act  (Public  Law  806,  80th  Cong.)  to 
provide  a  charter  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  this  policy 
was  reaffirmed  and  provision  was  made  for  its  implementation.  In 
section  5  of  that  act  it  was  expressly  provided  that  the  Corporation — 

*  *  *  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  consistent  with  the  fulfillment 

of  the  Corporation’s  purposes  and  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct  of  its  busi¬ 
ness,  utilize  the  usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of 
trade  and  commerce. 

Again  in  the  1949  amendment  (Public  Law  85,  81st  Cong.),  to  the 
Charter  Act,  the  same  policy  was  expressly  reaffirmed.  In  connection 
with  the  power  given  the  Corporation  to  acquire  personal  and  real 
property,  it  was  specially  provided — 

That  nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  (h)  shall  limit  the  duty  of  the  Corpo¬ 
ration,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  consistent  with  the  fulfillment  of  the 
Corporation’s  purposes  and  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct  of  its  business,  to 
utilize  the  usual  and  customdary  channels,  facilities  and  arrangements  of  trade 
and  commerce  in  the  warehousing  of  commodities  *  *  *. 

Secretary  Brannan  was  asked  in  the  hearings:  “Do  I  understand 
the  Department  has  taken  the  position  that  the  Department  does  not 
want  in  any  respect  to  either  compete  with  or  supplant  the  private 
industry  in  the  grain  storage  business?” 

His  answer:  “That  is  entirely  correct.” 

Regional  meetings  in  all  areas  are  being  set  up  for  Government  and 
trade  representatives  to  discuss  area  needs.  It  is  hoped  this  step  is 
one  of  many  to  carry  out  the  requirements  of  the  Corporation  charter. 

In  the  hearings  convincing  evidence  was  presented,  however,  that 
in  its  administration  of  the  price-support  programs  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has,  on  many  occasions,  disregarded  the  con¬ 
gressional  intent  and  ignored  the  congressional  directives.  It  has 
bypassed,  instead  of  utilizing,  the  usual  and  customary  facilities  of 
trade  and  commerce  with  adverse  results.  This  policy  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  is  dangerously  destructive  of  the  existing  normal  mechanism  for 
handling  and  marketing  agricultural  commodities  and  tends  to  sub¬ 
stitute  a  Government  bureau  with  all  of  the  attendant  dangers  of 
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progressive  nationalization.  In  addition,  as  is  always  the  case  with  a 
Government  assumption  of  an  activity  normally  privately  conducted, 
the  activities  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  encroaching 
into  this  field  are  inevitably  more  costly,  although  no  figures  could  be 
obtained  by  the  committee  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  or  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  There  are,  in  addition,  other  unde¬ 
sirable  results. 

Typical  complaints  made  to  the  committee  in  the  course  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  include  the  following; 

(a)  That  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  chronically  delin¬ 
quent  in  providing  advice  to  country  shippers  as  to  the  grade  and  out¬ 
turn  weight  of  grain  and  in  making  settlements,  thereby  creating  acute 
financial  problems  for  the  shippers.  This  situation  stands  in  sharp 
contrast  with  the  admittedly  prompt  and  efficient  handling  which  is 
provided  by  the  usual  private  channels  and  facilities. 

.  (6)  The  policy  of  concentrating  temporary  steel  storage  bins  at 
limited  and  sometimes  remote  points  is  so  disruptive  and  diversionary 
of  the  normal  flow  of  grains  as  to  work  hardship  on  country  elevator 
operators  and  endanger  their  continued  existence  and  operation. 

(c)  The  Corporation’s  persistent  bypassing  of  the  normal  channels 
of  trade  in  agricultural  commodities  has  created  confusion  and  special 
problems  in  the  handling  and  marketing  of  such  commodities,  and 
there  is  a  real  and  growing  damage  to  the  survival  of  the  present 
system  of  distribution  and  handling. 

In  view  of  the  repeated  and  emphatic  reaffirmations  of  its  policy 
on  this  subject.  Congress  should  no  longer  countenance  abuses  referred 
to  in  the  hearings  or  other  practices  by  which  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  continues  to  chcumvent  the  congressional  intent.  In 
the  opinion  of  the  undersigned  members  of  the  committee  the  situa¬ 
tion  should  be  clarified  by  a  special  provision  to  be  added  to  the  bill, 
similar  to  the  amendment  added  to  the  companion  bill  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  This  amendment  would 
add  to  the  bill  a  new  section  to  be  numbered  “Sec.  2”  and  to  read 
as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  The  last  paragraph  of  section  5  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Charter  Act  (Public  Law  806)  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “In  the  pur¬ 
chasing  and  selling  operations  of  the  Corporation  with  respect  to  agricultural 
commodities  (except  sales  to  other  Government  agencies),  and  in  the  acquisition, 
warehousing,  transporting,  processing,  or  handling  of  agricultural  commodities, 
the  Corporation  shall  employ  the  services  of  dealers,  commission  merchants,  and 
other  usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade  and 
commerce.” 

This  amendment  embodies,  to  a  substantial  extent,  the  language  of 
the  three  enactments  above  cited.  The  amendment  is  not  intended  to 
and  will  not  have  any  effect  on  the  Corporation’s  authority,  as  provided 
by  section  4  of  this  act,  to  acquire  and  operate  storage  facilities.  Its 
sole  purpose  is  to  clarify  and  implement  further  the  duty  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  utilize  the  existing  farmers’  cooperatives 
and  private  channels  and  facilities  in  the  handling  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  to  avoid  the  creation  of  expensive  duplicating  and 
competing  Government  facilities  for  the  same  purpose. 

The  policy  of  the  Congress  has  been  repeatedly  declared  in  unmis¬ 
takable  language.  Wliether  through  misunderstanding  or  otherwise, 
CCC  has  continued  practices  which  clearly  violate  the  policy.  It  is 


BORROWING  POWER  OF  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  9 

necessary,  therefore,  by  amendment  of  the  Charter  Act,  to  direct  the 
specific  action  to  be  taken  by  CCC  in  carrying  out  the  congressional 
pm’pose.  The  language  of  the  amendment  has  been  written  to  conform 
with  this  objective. 

The  amendment  would  not  require  CCC  to  use  agencies  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  trades  in  all  its  operations.  It  would  require  the  Corporation 
to  use  such  agencies  where  they  exist  and  can  perform  services  essential 
to  the  Corporation’s  activities,  instead  of  setting  up  duplicating 
facilities  to  perform  identical  services.  CCC  was  not  designed  to  be  a 
substitute  for  the  established  means  of  distributing  agricultural 
commodities.  Its  functions  should  be  so  performed  as  to  preserve, 
rather  than  to  destroy,  the  established  system  of  marketing  such 
commodities. 

Thoughtful  study  of  the  suggested  amendment  by  every  Member  of 
the  House  is  urgently  requested  to  the  end  that  it  be  adopted  when 
the  bill  is  considered  by  the  House. 

Jesse  P.  Wolcott. 

Henry  O.  Talle. 

Rolla  C.  McMillen. 

Clarence  E.  Kilburn. 

Albert  M.  Cole. 

Donald  W.  Nicholson. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPEESENTATIVES 

January  3, 1950 

Mr.  Spence  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  i-eferred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency 

jMakch  10,  1950 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
^  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

A  BILL 

To  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Connnodity  Credit 

Corporation. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hji  the  Senate  and  Rouse  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tires  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Act  approved  March  8,  1938  (52 

4  Stat.  108) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘'|4,750,- 

5  000,000”  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof  750,000,000”. 

6  Sec.  2.  Section  4  (i)  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 

7  tion  Charter  Act  (62  Stat.  1070)  is  amended  Ity  striking 

8  out  “$4,750,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  “$6,750,000,000”. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  10  (legislative  day,  January  4),  1950 

Mr,  Thomas  of  Oklahoma  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

March  8, 1950 

Reported  by  INIr.  Thomas  of  Oklahoma,  with  amendments 
[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 

March  13  (legislative  day,  March  8),  1950 
Recommitted  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  F orestry 


A  BILL 

To  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 

Corporation. 

1  Be  it  e7iacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Act  approved  March  8,  1938  (52  Stat. 

4  108) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘‘$4,750,000,- 

5  000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$6,750,000,000”. 

6  Sec.  2.  Section  4  (i)  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo- 

7  ration  Charter  Act  (62  Stat.  1070)  is  amended  by  striking 

8  out  “$4,750,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  “$6,750,000,000”. 

10  Sec.  3.  The  last  paragraph  of  section  5  of  the  Com- 
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modity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  (Public  Law  806) 
is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“In  the  Corporation  s  purchasing  and  selling  operations 
with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities  ( except  sales  to  other 
Government  agencies),  and  in  the  acquisition,  warehousing, 
transporting,  processmg,  or  handling  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  the  Corporation  shall  employ  the  services  of  dealers, 
commission  merchants,  and  the  other  usual  and  customary 
channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade  and 
commerced 

Sec.  4.  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  A  ct, 
as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  7,  sec.  624),  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  reason  to  believe  that  any  article  or  articles  are  being 
or  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  interfere 
with,  any  program  or  operation  undertaken  under  this  title 
or  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  or  section  32,  Public  Law  Numbered  320, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as 
amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  or  any 
agency  operating  under  its  direction,  with  respect  to  any 
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agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce 
mbstantiallij  the  amount  of  any  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce 
substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the 
United  States  from  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product 
thereof  with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  cause,  on  his  own  motion 
or  on  the  motion  of  interested,  producers  or  processors,  an 
immediate  investigation  to  be  rnade  by  the  appropriate  office 
or  agency  of  the  United  States  Departmeyit  of  Agriculture 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  affected  program, 
which  shall  give  precedence  to  investigations  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  determine  such  facts.  Such  investigation  shall  be 
made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  inter¬ 
ested  parties,  and  shall  be  conducted  subject  to  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  specify. 

"(h)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report  to 
him  of  findings  and  recommendatio7is  made  in  connection 
therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  the  existence 
of  such  facts,  he  shall  ceilify  to  the  President  such  facts  and 
the  President  may  by  proclamation  impose  such  fees  not 
in  excess  of  50  per  centum  ad  valorem  or  such  quantitative 
limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered, 
or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds 
and  declares  shoum  by  such  investigation  to  be  necessary 
in  order  that  the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not 
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render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  niaterially  interfer,e 
with,  any  program  or  operation  referred  to  in  subsection  (a), 
of  this  section,  or  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any 
product  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any  such  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to  which 
any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  impose 
any  liniitation  on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles 
which  may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for 
consumption  which  reduces  such  permissible  total  quantity 
to  proportionately  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  total 
quantity  of  such  article  or  articles  which  was  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  during  a  repre¬ 
sentative  period  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture:  And  provided  further.  That  in  designating  any 
article  or  articles,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  describe 
them  by  physical  qualities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other 
bases  as  he  shall  determine. 

^‘(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  President 
by  proclamation  under  this  section  and  any  revocation,  sus¬ 
pension,  or  modification  thereof,  shall  become  effective  on 
such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and  such  fees  shall  be 
treated  for  administrative  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of 
section  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth 
Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  as  duties 
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imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  hut  such  fees  shall  not 
be  considered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting  any 
preferential  concession  under  any  international  obligation 
of  the  United  States. 

‘^(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declara¬ 
tion  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  case  of  a  proclamation 
issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  proc¬ 
lamation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation  may  be  suspended 
or  terminated  by  the  President  whenever  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the  President  that  the 
circumstances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof 
no  longer  exist  or  may  be  modified  by  the  President  when¬ 
ever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the 

\ 

President  that  changed,  circumstances  require  such  modifi¬ 
cation  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“(e)  Any  decision,  finding,  or  certification  of  facts  and 
required  fees  or  quantitative  limitations  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 

“(f)  No  international  agreement  hereafter  shall  be 
entered  into  by  the  United  States,  or  renewed,  extended  or 
allowed  to  extend  beyond  its  permissible  termination  date 
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in  contravention  of  this  section.” 
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I^bor  and  Public  Welfare,  and  ordered 
t^e  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

itoUNT  StmiBACHi  Post,  No.  1346, 

>  Veterans  or  Foreign  Wars 

OF  THE  United  States, 

Hastings,  Nebr. 

Senator  Butler, 

United  States  Senator, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  Mdunt  Surlbachl  Post,  No.  1346, 
Veterans  of  For^gn  Wars,  of  the  United 
States,  Hastings,  l^br.,  which  is  in  receipt 
of  over  600  memb^,  at  their  last  regular 
post  meeting  held  Mafto  2, 1950,  have  entered 
In  the  minutes  of  them^regular  meeting  the 
following  resolution: 

“Be  it  resolved.  That  th'S^ount  Surlbachl 
Post,  No.  1346,  Veterans  or»Foreign  Wars  of 
■the  Jnited  States,  Hastings,  ^br.,  does  here¬ 
by  go  on  record  against  any  fonn  of  compul¬ 
sory  health  Insurance  or  any  syst^n  of  polit¬ 
ical  medicine  designed  for  national  bureau¬ 
cratic  control.” 

Any  consideration  given  this  matter  will 
be  greatly  appreciated  by  each  and^very 
member  of  this  post.  \ 

Very  truly  yoius,  > 

Paul  C.  Newman, 

Adjutant.  '' 

Whereas  the  American  family  has  received 
the  finest  quality  of  medical  care  available  In 
any  country  in  any  country  in  the  world,  de¬ 
veloped  under  our  system  of  free  enterprise; 
and 

Whereas  compulsory  health  insurance, 
wherever  tried,  has  caused  a  decline  in  na¬ 
tional  health  and  deterioration  of  medical 
standards,  and  facilities,  to  the  detriment  of 
family  welfare;  and 

Whereas  compulsory  health  Insurance, 
wherever  tried,  has  taken  away  the  family’s 
right  to  choosing  its  own  family  physician; 
and 

Whereas  Invasion  of  family  privacy  and 
violation  of  the  sanctity  of  the  patient-phy¬ 
sician  relationship  have  proved  tc  be  one  of 
the  most  objectionable  features  of  compul¬ 
sory  health  Insurance,  wherever  tried;  and 

Whereas  compulsory  health  Insurance 
would  result  immediately  in  a  tax  of  3  per¬ 
cent  on  the  Income  of  the  American  working 
man,  rising  within  a  few  years  to  6  percent 
and  higher,  creating  a  new  tax  burden  which 
would  reduce  household  budgets  and  bring 
down  family  standards  of  living;  and 

Whereas  government  control  of  medical 
services,  by  gradually  undermining  free  en¬ 
terprise  and  establishing  heavy  new  tax  bur¬ 
dens  and  unprecedented  national  deficits, 
would  threaten  national  bankruptcy  and  en¬ 
courage  the  spread  of  socialism,  which  would'' 
endanger  the  rights  of  our  children  to  tlje 
individual  freedoms  which  have  been  tlEe 
American  heritage :  How,  therefore,  be  ijr 

Resolved,  That  the  Tllden  Womar^Club 
does  hereby  go  on  record  against  anw^rm  of 
compulsory  health  Insurance  or  anyjsystem  of 
political  medicine  designed  for  njitional  bu- 
reaucratlt  control;  that  a  copy  jSi  this  reso¬ 
lution  be  forwarded  to  each  Sector  from  the 
State  of  Nebraska,  and  the/Representatlve 
from  our  district,  and  that^id  Senators  and 
Representative  to  and  are^ereby  respectfully 
requested  to  use  every  ^^ort  at  their  com¬ 
mand  to  prevent  the  ^actment  of  such  leg¬ 
islation.  / 

Mr^WiLLiAM  Dales, 

/  President. 

Kbuen  Irene  Wegman, 

/  Secretary. 

Tllden,  Nebr.,  dated  this  7th  day  of  March 
1950.  / 

Wher^M  the  American  veteran  in  two 
world  jffrars  has  defended  the  American  free- 
enter^rise  system,  which  has  made  possible 
thq^evelopment  in  this  country  of  the  high¬ 
est  standards  of  medical  care  and  the  finest 
Medical  institutions  attained  by  any  major 
/country  in  the  world;  and 


Whereas  having  experienced  the  shortcom¬ 
ings  of  Impersonal,  assembly-line  medical 
care  Inherent  in  the  form  of  Government- 
controlled  medicine  necessary  in  time  of  war, 
the  veteran  understands  the  dangers  of  im¬ 
posing  such  a  system  permanently  on  the 
entire  population;  and 

Whereas  compulsoi-y  health  insurance 
would  Impose  an  unjust  tax  on  the  veteran’s 
pay  check  for  medical  care  to  which  he  is 
now  entitled  free  of  charge  as  a  reward  for 
his  service  to  his  country;  and 

Whereas  compulsory  health  Insurance 
would  force  a  tax  of  3  percent  on  the  income 
of  the  employed  veteran,  rising  to  a  tax  of  at 
least  6  percent  within  a  few  years,  creating 
new  financial  burdens  which  would  increase 
the  costs  of  necessities  of  life  and  lower  the 
standard  of  living  for  veterans  and  other  cit¬ 
izens:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  American  Legion  Aux¬ 
iliary  does  hereby  go  on  record  against  any 
form  of  compulsory  health  insurance  or  any 
system  of  political  medicine  designed  for  na¬ 
tional  bureaucratic  control;  that  a  copy  of 
this  resolution  be  forwarded  to  each  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Nebraska,  and  the  Repre¬ 
sentative  from  our  district,  and  that  said 
Senators  and  Representatives  be,  and  are 
V  hereby,  respectfully  requested  to  use  every 


ENROLLED  BILLS  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Serate  reported' 
that  on  today,  March  13,  1950,  he  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  President  of  the  Unfted 
States  the  following  enrolled  bills; 

S.  493.  An  act  to  extend  the  benefl,ts  of  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1946  to  the  Virgin 
Islands; 

S.  1283.  An  act  to  authorize  .the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  acquire,  cor>6truct,  operate, 
and  maintain  public  airporj^  in,  or  in  close 
proximity  to,  national  p»ks,  monuments, 
and  recreation  areas,  antj-for  other  purposes; 
and  -r 

S.  3159.  An  act  gr^^lng  the  consent  and 
approval  of  Congress  to  a  compact  entered 
into  by  the  Stat^  of  Idaho  and  Wyoming 
relating  to  the  'syaters  of  the  Snake  River. 

BI][As  INTRODUCED 

Bills  wqi4  introduced,  read  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  Ame,' and  referred  as  follows: 

Mr.  WHERRY  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

Butler)  : 

^3229.  A  bill  to  provide  for  perfecting  the 
tUle  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  to  certain 
property  heretofore  known  as  the  Genoa 


Wort  at  their  command  to  prevent  the  en-  /indian  School;  to  the  Committee  on  In- 
w^ment  of  such  legislation.  /  terior  and  Insular  Affairs 

\  American  Legion  Auxiliary,  No.  122.  / 

Dbdge,  Nebr.,  dated  this  March  8,  1950.  / 


/ 


American  Legion  Auxiliary,  / 

\pARRY  Bossard  Unit  No.  32, 
apillion,  Nebr.,  March/t,  1950. 

Whereas  tM  American  vetei/m  in  two 
world  wars  ht^defended  the  American  free 
enterprise  syste^  which  has/inade  possible 
the  development  ^this  cor^ry  of  the  high¬ 
est  standards  of  m^ical  ojire  and  the  finest 
medical  jnstltutlons^ttafned  by  any  major 
country  in  the  world;  vfd 

Whereas  having  ex^rltaced  the  shortcom¬ 
ings  of  impersonal/ ass^bly-llne  medical 
care  Inherent  in  tfte  forniSof  Government- 
controlled  medipme  necessajy  in  time  of 

_ ,  _  _ _  _  e  dangers  of 

imposing  suci/a  system  perman^tly  on  the 
entire  popujittlon;  and 

Whereas/  compulsory  health  ftosurance 
would  irnpose  an  unjust  tax  on  the  'vWeran’s 
pay  cl^k  for  medical  care  to  whiclr^e  is 
now  ^titled  free  of  charge  as  a  rewara<for 
his  aervice  to  his  country;,  and 

ereas  compulsory  health  Insuranc 
lUld  force  a  tax  of  3  percent  on  the  lncome\ 

'll  ‘ofe.?-  V«V  Wm  lo 

ing  new  financial  burdens  which  would  In- 


By  Mr.  ECTON: 

S.  3230.  A  bill  authorizing  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  issue  a  patent  in  fee  to 
Mrs.  Elolse  Plentyhoop;  and 

S.  3231.  A  bill  authorizing  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  issue  a  patent  in  fee  to 
Mrs.  Maud  Door  Whiteman;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  KEPAUVER: 

S.  3232.  A  bill  to  provide  for  <the  acquisi¬ 
tion  and  preservation,  as  a  part  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Capital  Parks  system,  of  the  Old  Stone 
House  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

CONSTRUCTION  AND  REPAIR  OP  CERTAIN 
PUBLIC  WORKS-— AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  CORDON  submitted  amendments 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  5472)  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes,  which  were  ordered  to 
lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON  submitted  an  amend- 


crease  the  costs  of  necessities  of  life  and 
lower  the  standard  of  living  for  veterans  and 
other  citizens:  Now,  therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  Harry  Bossard  Unit,  No.  32, 
American  Legion  Auxiliary,  does  hereby  go 
on  record  against  any  form  of  compulsory 
health  insurance  or  any  system  of  political 
medicine  designed  for  national  bureaucratic 
control;  that  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
forwarded  to  each  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Nebraska,  and  the  Representative  from  our 
district,  and  that  said  Senators  and  Repre¬ 
sentatives  be  and  are  hereby  respectfully  re¬ 
quested  to  use  every  effort  at  their  command 
to  prevent  the«  enactment  of  such  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Miss  Clara  Sieh, 

Secretary. 

REPORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

The  following  report  of  a  committee 
was  submitted: 

By  Mr.  NEELY,  from  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia: 

'  S.  2595.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Commission  on  Human  Rights  in 
the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia; 
with  amendments  (Rept.  No.  1336) . 


use  bill  5472,  supra,  which  was  ordered 
toAie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

Mk  SCHOEPPEL  submitted  an 
amenoment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  Hipuse  bill  5472,  supra,  which  was 
ordered  Oo  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed.  >. 

EXECUTIvk  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

\ 

As  in  executi^session. 

The  VICE  PRESmENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  iKim  the  President  of 
the  United  States  \ubmitting  sundry 
nominations,  which  wtere  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Sfefvices. 

(For  nominations  thi^yday  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proc^ings.) 

CONTINUATION  OF  RENT  CpNTROL— 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  SkENTON 

[Mr.  BENTON  asked  and  obtalned\eave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a  statem^t  Is¬ 
sued  by  him  last  week  in  connection^wlth 
the  deficiency  appropriation  for  the  OfficXof 
Housing  Expediter,  urging  the  continuation 
of  rent  control,  which  appears  in  tha 
Appendix.] 


3242  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  March  13 


MORAL  REARMAMENT— ARTICLES  BY  THE 
REVEREND  FREDERICK  BROWN  HAR¬ 
RIS 

[Mr.  WILEY  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  In  the  Record  two  articles  deal-  . 
Ing  with  the  Moral  Rearmament  Conference, 
entitled  “A  Rainbow  Over  the  Alps”  ahd  “At 
the  End  of  the  Rainbow,”  written  by  the 
Reverend  Frederick  Brown  Harris,  Chaplain 
of  the  Senate,  and  published  in  the  Sunday 
Star,  Washington,  D.  C.,  respectively  on 
September  25,  1949,  and  October  2,  1949, 
which  appear  in  the  Appendix.) 

BRITISH  HEALTH  SEEN  SLIPPING— ARTI¬ 
CLE  FROM  THE  WASHINGTON  TIMES- 
HERALD 

I  Mr.  MCCLELLAN  asked  and,obtalned  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record ’an  article  en¬ 
titled  “British  Health  Seen  Slipping,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Washington  Tlmes-^erald  of 
today.) 

STATEHOOD  FOR  ALASKA — EDITORIAL 
FROM  THE  NEW  YORK  JGUR'NAL- 
AMERICAN 

[Mr.  MAGNUSON  asked  and  obtained  lea\\ 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial  on  % 
the  subject  of  statehood  for  Alaska,  entitled 
“Redeem  the  Promise,”  published  in  the  New 
York  Journal-American,  March  12,  1950, 

which  appears  in  the  Appendix.) 

STATEHOOD  FOR  ALASKA  IS  DECLARED 
VITAL  FOR  WEST  COAST  DEFENSE — 
ARTICLE  FROM  WASHINGTON  STAR 

)Mr.  MAGNUSON  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  article  en¬ 
titled  “Statehood  for  Alaska  Is  Declared 
Vital  for  West  Coast  Defense,”  written  by 
Dorothy  Thompson,  and  published  in  the 
Washington  Star,  March  11,  1950,  which  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  Appendix.) 

TRIBUTE  TO  WILTON  E.  HALL — EDITO¬ 
RIAL  FROM  THE  AUGUSTA  HERALD 

[Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina  asked 
and  obtained  leave  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  an  editorial  from  the  Augusta  Herald 
of  March  2,  1950,  paying  tribute  to  Mr.  Wil¬ 
ton  E.  Hall,  of  Anderson,  S.  C.,  which  appears 
in  the  Appendix.) 

WORLD  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
in  the  Congressional  Record  of  April  14, 
1949,  there  appears  a  resolution  adopted 
overwhelmingly  by  both  houses  of  the 
New  Jersey  Legislature  memorializing 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  call 
a  convention  to  propose  amendments  to 
the  Federal  Constitution  whereunder  the 
United  States  would  be  authorized  to 
join  a  world  federal  government. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  we  find' a  fine  and 
sincere  but  misguided  group  of  our  great 
citizenry  working  for  the  rescission  of 
the  resolution.  This  would  be  a  serious 
blow  to  the  cause  of  world  peace — it 
would  be  a  retreat  toward  outmoded 
isolationism.  To  aid  in  stemming  this 
growing  tide  in  my  own  State,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  have  today  issued  a  statement  for 
appropriate  circulation  and  publication. 

Since  the  trend  may  seriously  affect 
our  future  foreign  policy,  the  statement 
may  be  of  great  interest  to  other  Sen¬ 
ators  who  are  confronted  with  similar 
situations  in  their  own  State.  I,  there¬ 
fore,  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
statement  incorporated  in  the  body  of 
the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 
There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 


ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Quite  recently  my  attention  has  been  di¬ 
rected  to  a  movement  in  New  Jersey  to  have 
the  legislature  rescind  the  world  govern¬ 
ment  resolution  which  passed  both  houses 
unanimously  a  year  ago.  To  me,  this  is 
shocking  news  for  to  rescind  this  resolution 
at  this  hour  in  the  world’s  history  would 
be  the  first  step  backward  toward  the  blind 
alleys  of  Isolationism  and  outmoded  na¬ 
tionalism.  Obviously,  it  would  seriously 
impede  and  impair  the  early  development  of 
a  sound  and  forward  looking  American  for¬ 
eign  policy  which  is  in  the  making  at  this 
very  moment. 

New  Jersey  has  always  been  the  vanguard 
of  progressive  States  and  for  it  to  sound 
such  a  call  to  retreat,  might  well  set  us 
back  a  decade  in  our  struggle  for  a  just  and 
lasting  peace. 

Speaking  as  a  veteran  of  both  world  wars 
and  as  a  citizen  who  has  ever  been  ready 
to  sacrifice  all  for  his  country,  I  warn  that 
this  movement,  though  sincere,  is  nonethe¬ 
less  the  outgrowth  of  misguided  patriotism. 

Let  me  remind  the  citizens  of  New  Jersey 
that  the  resolution  adopted  last  year,  is 
wholly  permissive.  It  is  only  an  enabling 
Sact  and  in  no  respect  does  it  bind  the  people . 
dLpur  State  to  any  future  course  of  actiop 
ui^ss  that  action  is  ratified  by  the  people. 
It  merely  asks  that  when  31  other  States 
have  similarly  resolved,  a  United  State3  Con- 
Etitutioivil  Convention  be  called  for  the  sole 
purpose  ^  proposing  amendments  to  our 
Constitutidni  for  authorizing  to-,  negotiate 
with  other  niations,  subject  to  later  ratifi¬ 
cation,  a  constitution  of  a  world  federal 
government  op^  to  all  nations,  with  limited 
though  adequate,,powers  toi  assure  a  world 
peace.  '■ 

To  those  fine  aiT^  sincere  patriots  who 
lend  ear  to  the  propaganda  that  a  world 
constitution  is  to  bfe ‘■■substituted  for  our 
own  great  charter.  Of  liberty,  I  say  banish 
the  fear.  It  is  but  a  specter  to  confuse  the 
issue.  As  for  the  impairment  of  our  sover¬ 
eignty — well,  wbat  could  impair  the  sovereign 
rights  of  a  people  more  than  another  world 
cataclysm?  Have  any  American  people  lost 
their  sovereignty  because  of  a  union  for  a 
common  defense  in  1787? 

Our/4:ountry  today  is  engaged  in  a  tragic 
contest — a  cold  war  in  which  the  forces  who 
favor  a  world  of  well  ordered  law  are '  at 
grips  with  statism  and  communism.  The 
, American  people  sincerely  believe  in  and 
support  the  United  Nations.  We  recognize  ' 
and  commend  its  remarkable  achievements 
in  the  social,  economic,  and  political  spheres 
of  our  universe.  We  are  mindful,  however, 
that  the  confusion  and  frustration  which 
has  resulted  from  the  veto  power  and  other 
limited  powers  contained  in  the  United  Na-t 
tions  charter  has  impaired  progress  toward! 
the  ways  of  peace.  | 

Acting  through  their  duly  chosen  repre-' 
sentatlves,  the  Congress  of  the  United  States, | 
our  people  have  down  to  the  present  day,| 
overwhelmingly  supported  a  stupendous  re-j 
armament  program,  despite  its  burdensome  < 
cost  to  them  in  dollars.  More  than  this,  wel 
have  supported  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty,; 
our  first  major  entangling  alliance  and  with- 
it  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Act  of' 
1949  to  implement  it  through  military  aid — , 
all  of  these  things  for  a  common  defense' 
against  the  ravages  of  war.  , 

Despite  these  costly  structures,  our  people 
today  are  restive  and  uneasy.  The  shadows 
of  Hiroshima  and  Nagasaki  hover  over  them. 
But,  in  our  midst  there  is  still  vision,  wis¬ 
dom  and  courage  and  so  we  find  countless 
thousands  sensibly  seeking  a  positive  and 
dependable  alternative  to  the  present  inse¬ 
cure  course  to  a  doubtful  freedom  and  a  pos¬ 
sible  catastrophe. 


In  this  search  for  an  end  to  the  cold  wary 
we  are  seeking  friends  and  support  amoi^ 
nations  which  now  are  neither  democnircic 
nor  communistic  but  which  may  well^old 
the  balance  of  power.  Surely,  It  is  Uut  an 
act  of  common  sense  to  join  with  tfiem  in 
strengthening  the  United  Natlonsy^o  give  it 
the  facilities  to  make  a  world /law  under 
which  peace  can  be  both  attains©  and  main¬ 
tained.  , 

The  opposition  to  world  ^vernnlent  and 
the  existing  proposals  tha^for,  brand  this 
as  idealism — it  is  nelth^’  idealism  nor  gen¬ 
erosity — it  is  only  a  cpinmon-sense  formula 
to  be  applied  in  the  mfesent  struggle  for  sur¬ 
vival.  / 

That  I  might  l^ter  know  the  wishes  of 
our  people  in  reject  to  the  future  peace 
of  the  world,  I  ^ined  in  the  last  session  of 
Congress,  iny  three  resolutions,  namely. 
World  Ped^alists,  the  North  Atlantic 
Union,  ai^  the  Culbertson  plan,  all  de¬ 
signed  t^attain  a  formula  for  world  peace 
under  j^ll-ordered  law.  All  three  resolu- 
tlons„|?articularly  the  former,  have  substan¬ 
tial  .^Itlal  support  in  both  Houses  of  Con- 
gre.ss.  Indeed,  the  reaction  everywhere  has 
been  most  encouraging.  My  mail  clearly  in- 
..dicatek  that  the  American  people  are  tired 
of  piecemeal  efforts  to  prevent  war.  They 
want  a  positive  and  dynamic  agency  to  in¬ 
sure  peace,  and  they  stand  ready  to  lend  their 
.support  accordingly. 

This  support,  like  the  problem  it  seeks  to 
solve,  crosses  all  party,  racial,  economic  and 
religious  lines.  My  distinguished  opponent 
in  the  '948  senatorial  campaign,  Mr.  Archi¬ 
bald  Alexander,  and  I,  the  Republicans  and 
the  Democrats  in  their  1948  State  platforms, 
the  Congressmen  supporting  the  World  Fed¬ 
eration  resolution  now  before  Congress,  the 
supporters  of  the  resolution  now  sought  to  be 
rescinded  in  New  Jersey,  all  are  working 
in  nonpartisan  fashion  to  give  our  great 
civilization  enforceable  world  law  to  pre¬ 
serve  that  civilization  for  generations  yet 
unborn. 

To  turn  back  now  to  a  helpless  national¬ 
ism  would  be  to  thwart  the  only  construc¬ 
tive  course  to  peace.  To  attain  that  peace, 
our  march  must  be  toward  world  coopera¬ 
tion,  more  support  of  and  greater  powers 
for  the  United  Nations,  despite  the  pitfalls 
and  barriers  ahead. 

I  appeal  to  New  Jersey’s  citizens  to  defeat 
the  ill-timed  effort  toward  archaic  isolation¬ 
ism  by  supporting  those  legislators  whose 
courage  and  vision  enacted  the  resolution  of 
a  year  ago.  - 

INCREASE  OP  BORROWING  POWER  OF 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION- 

RECOMMITTAL  OF  BILL 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr, 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
Senate  bill  2826,  to  increase  the  borrow¬ 
ing  power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  be  recommitted  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  one  amendment. 

Mr.  'WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask  a 
question  about  the  bill.  Is  it  in  con- 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  No.  It 
was  reported  to  the  Senate  only  a  few 
days  ago. 

Mr.  'WHERRY.  And  it  is  now  on  the 
calendar.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 
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(The  following  debate,- which  occurred 
after  Mr.  Kefadver  obtained  the  floor, 
was  on  request  of  Mr.  Thye,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  ordered  to  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  : ) 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  *>1  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas],  spoke  to  me 
shortly  after  the  Senate  reconvened  to¬ 
day  about  the  possibility  of  having  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  bill.  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  2826,  recommitted  to  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
for  the  purpose  of  permitting  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  appear  before  the 
committee  to  be  heard  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  offered  to  the  bill,  and  which  the 
Senate  approved  in  one  of  its  regular 
sessions. 

I  told  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  the 
able  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  at  the  time  that  I  did  not 
object.  Unfortunately  I  was  called  to 
the  telephone  to  answer  a  long-distance 
call  which  came  from  my  home  State  on 
a  matter  which  is  of  great  urgency  to  the 
people  of  Minnesota  relative  to  the  po¬ 
tato  amendment,  which  at  the  present 
time  is  before  the  conference  committee 
for  its  consideration.  When  I  returned 
to  the  Senate  floor  the  bill  had  already 
been  recommitted  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  have 
the  remarks  I  am  now  making  appear 
immediately  after  the  recommittal  ac¬ 
tion  in  order  that  those  who  read  the 
Record  may  know  some  of  the  reasons 
why  I  submitted  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  think  it 
would  be  well  that  I  now  read  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  then  submitted.  It  is  as 
follows : 

Sec.  2.  The  last  paragraph  of  45ection  5  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter 
Act  (Public  Law  806)  is  hereby  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “In  the  Corporation’s  pur¬ 
chasing  and  selling  operations  with  respect 
to  agricultural  commodities  (except  sales  to 
othet  Government  agencies),  and  in  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  warehousing,  transporting,  proc¬ 
essing,  or  handling  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  the  Corporation  shall  employ  the  serv¬ 
ices  of  dealers,  commission  merchants,  and 
the  other  usual  and  customary  channels, 
facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade  and 
commerce.” 

I  have  been  told  that  this  amendment 
has  been  interpreted  to  be  so  far  reach¬ 
ing  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  could  not  own,  possess,  and  operate 
grain-storage  facilities,  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  amendment  is  subject  to  such 
an  interpretation;  but  I  have  been  told 
that  it  would  have  that  effect.  I  am 
positive  its  language  could  not  be  con¬ 
strued  to  mean  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  could  not  own  and 
possess  storage  facilities.  If  the  amend¬ 
ment  really  goes  that  far  it  should  be  cor¬ 
rected,  because  I  know  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  must  have 
storage  facilities.  The  temporary  bins 


which  exist  across  the  countryside  are  for 
the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  sur¬ 
plus  grains  which  w’ill  be  turned  over  to 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from 
time  to  time  by  the  producers. 

Mr.  President,  here  are  some  of  the 
reasons,  and  they  are  compelling  reasons, 
why  I  submitted  the  amendment.  Last 
December,  when  I  returned  to  my  State, 
I  received  telephone  calls  daily,  and  in¬ 
dividuals  had  personal  contacts  with  me, 
asking  that  I  do  something  ajDout  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  problem, 
and  also  to  make  the  CCC  settle  with  the 
local  farmers’  elevators  across  the  State 
for  grains  they  had  consigned  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  many 
months  previously.  I  listened  to  the 
complaints  which  came  to  me  personally, 
and  I  attended  conferences  and  meetings, 
as  a  result  of  which  I  felt  absolutely  justi¬ 
fied  in  bringing  this  matter  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  Congress. 

I  had  not  more  than  stepped  into  the 
farmers’  elevator  in  my  home  town  to 
make  arrangements  for  some  high  pro¬ 
tein  feeds  when  there  was  brought  to  my 
attention  the  fact  that  farmers  had  con¬ 
signed  grain  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  many  months  before,  and 
they  had  neither  received  a  report  from 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  nor 
had  they  had  a  settlement. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  letter  addressed 
to  me  by  the  Farmers  Elevator  Co.,  Wa¬ 
seca,  Minn.,  under  date  of  January  9, 
1950.  This  company  operates  a  farmers’ 
elevator.  It  is  not  a  grain  commission 
firm..  It  is  not  one  of  the  type  of  big 
business  one  might  expect  to  be  com¬ 
plaining  against  the  activities  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The 
letter  is  as  follows: 

Farmers  Elevator  Co., 
Waseca,  Mmn.,  January  9,  1950. 
Senator  E.  J.  Thye, 

Senate  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  The  new  Uniform  Grain  Storage 
Agreement  is  now  being  rewritten.  We  would 
like  to  voice  our  sentiments  on  the  impor¬ 
tant  legislation  which  will  affect  so  many 
who  are  dependent  upon  this  phase  of  agri¬ 
culture  for  their  living.  We  are  not  at  all 
satisfied  with  the  manner  in  which  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  grain  has  been  handled. 

We  ask  that  our  terminal  commission  mer¬ 
chants  be  allowed  to  represent  us  on  these 
shipments  in  order  to  protect  the  producer’s 
Interests  and  their  elevator  companies.  Our 
company  services  about  300  farmer  patrons. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Milo  L.  Mikelson, 

Manager. 

Th^t,  Mr.  President,  is  a  very  mild 
criticism.  I  have  other  letters  which  are 
not  nearly  so  mild  in  their  criticism  as 
the  one  I  have  just  read.  Mr.  President, 
in  order  that  I  may  not  trespass  any  fur¬ 
ther  upon  the  time  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  who  so  kindly  yielded  to  me, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  three  other  letters  ad¬ 
dressed  to  me  on  the  same  subject,  in 
order  that  Senators  and  others  who  have 
the  opportunity  to  read  the  Record  may 
know  what  farmer-elevator  operators 
have  been  up  against  in  the  surplus- 
grain-producing-area  States,  such  as 
Minnesota,  the  Dakotas,  and  the  Middle 
Western  States. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

New  Ulm  Farmers  Co-op  Elevator  Co., 

New  Vim,  Minn.,  December  29, 1949. 
Senator  Edward  J.  Thye, 

Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Thye:  The  new  uniform 
grain-storage  agreement  is  now  being  re¬ 
written.  We  would  like  to  voice  our  senti¬ 
ments  on  this  Important  legislation  which 
will  affect  so  many  who  are  dependent  upon 
this  phase  of  agriculture  for  their  liveli¬ 
hood. 

The  manner  in  which  the  Government 
handles  the  grain  is  ridiculous.  The  com¬ 
mission  company  is  the  property  part  to  rep¬ 
resent  our  interests  in  the  grain  business 
when  it  comes  to  grades,  prices,  dockage, 
weights,  etc. 

We,  therefore,  ask  that  when  this  law  is 
rewritten,  that  the  commission  company  be 
the  one  to  represent  us  and  not  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  on  all  shipments  of  Government  grahi. 

We  serve  about  450  farmer  patrons  who 
depend  upon  us  to  give  them  good  service 
the  year  around. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Vernon  Budahn, 

Manager. 

The  Goblirsch  Elevator, 
TVabasso,  Minn.,  February  8,  1950. 
Hon.  Edward  Thye, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Speaking  from  an  inde¬ 
pendent  elevator-operator’s  view  on  CCO 
grain  handling:  ^st,  we  are  expanded 
enough  now  that  we  could  never  sell  and  get 
our  money  out  of  the  place,  then  if  I  would 
build  additional  storage  where  would  I  get 
the  money  and  who  would  I  give  the  space 
to  when  it  is  built?  As  you  couldn’t  build 
enough  to  take  care  of  450  customers,  then 
you  have  this  treacherous  grain  which 
should  be  watched  very  closely  so  it 
doesn’t  go  out  of  condition  not  like  CCC 
handles  it  by  Just  piling  it  up  and  never 
have  a  chance  to  turn  it.  Then  you  have 
the  socialistic  side  behind  it  of  CCC  buying 
its  own  equipment  to  handle  this  and  put 
us  out  of  business.  Just  where  does  an  in¬ 
dependent  man  stand  in  this  situation  is 
the  $64  question. 

Then  the  way  CCC  handles  it  now  we  never 
know  what  they  Intend  to  do  when  we  handle 
it  for  them  we  don’t  know  within  a  year 
what  settlement  we  get  on  grades,  weights, 
and  invoices.  Why  not  get  grain  back  to 
its  normal  channels  where  it  should  be  han¬ 
dled  and  keep  us  all  in  business,  not  put 
one  class  of  people  out  and  then  fully  sup¬ 
port  another  class. 

Yours  truly, 

Louis  Goblirsch. 

Huntting  Elevator  Co., 
Austin,  Minn.,  January  31,  1950. 
Senator  Edward  J.  Thye, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Thye:  We  would  like  to  reg¬ 
ister  our  complaints  on  the  operations  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Last  May  we  started  shipping  farm-de¬ 
livered  grain  and  it  has  only  been  in  the 
last  week  or  two  that  many  of  the  terminal 
weights  and  grades  were  given  us. 

While  we  have  been  paid  some  advances 
on  grain  which  we  had  stored  to  July  1, 
1949,  we  have  not  received  anything  on  ship¬ 
ments  of  farm-delivered  grain.  CCC  owes 
us  about  $15,000. 

Recently  we  called  on  CCC  in  Minneapolis 
to  see  what  they  had  to  say  about  paying 
us  and  we  were  informed  that  the  reason  for 
nonpayment  was  that  CCC  had  run  out  of 
money  and  we  would  have  to  wait  until  an 
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additional  appropriation  was  made  by  Con¬ 
gress.  On  that  same  day  I  read  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  stated  tht  CCC  had  a  billion 
and  a  half  on  hand. 

We  feel  certain  that  if  existing  terminal 
representatives  and  facilities  had  been  used 
there  would  have  been  much  less  confusion 
and  delay.  In  the  future  we  would  like  to 
see  more  use  made  of  them. 

Yours  very  truly, 

J.  G.  Huntting, 

President. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  if  the 
request  for  the  amendment  and  for  what 
the  amendment  proposes  to  do  did  not 
come  from  all  types  of  grain  dealers, 
large  and  small,  and  from  farmer  coop¬ 
erative  groups,  as  well  as  some  of  the 
intermediary  types  of  business  concerns? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  will  say  to  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  that  all  the  letters  I 
have  in  my  hand  are  from  the  operators 
or  managers  of  grain  elevators,  and  that 
includes  a  statement  by  Oscar  Olsen, 
president  of  the  Minnesota  Farmers’ 
Elevator  Association.  I  have  not  re¬ 
ferred  to  grain  commission  firms,  nor 
have  I  referred  to  those  who  might  find 
a  profit  in  doing  business  for  the  small 
elevators.  I  am  now  referring  to  the 
man  who  serves  the  community,  the  op¬ 
erator  or  the  board  president  of  small 
farmers’  elevators  which  serve  a  particu¬ 
lar  community — not  the  big  commission 
firms  which  reap  a  percentage  upon  the 
volume  of  business. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  should  like  to 
associate  myself  with  the  views  expressed 
by  the  able  Senator  from  Minnesota,  be¬ 
cause  I  have  received  100  or  150  com¬ 
munications  from  my  State  from  ordi¬ 
nary  small  grain  dealers  and  from 
farmer  groups  who  are  expressing  the 
same  sentiments  and  have  the  desire 
that  this  measure  be  amended  or 
changed  so  as  to  come  in  line  with  the 
objective  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  in  mind. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  for  his  contribution,  and  I  take 
the  opportunity  of  thanking  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  for  his 
consideration. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  brief  statement  respecting 
the  bill  which  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has  just  been  discussing,  and  which 
was  recommitted  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  The  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted  last  Friday,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand,  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  a  member  of  the  committee, 
but  was  not  present  at  the  time.  «The 
amendment,  according  to  the  interpre¬ 
tation  and  construction  placed  upon  it 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  goes 
much  further  than  the  able  Senator 
from  Minnesota  thought  it  would  go.  As 
a  result  of  that  interpretation,  it  is  the 
thought  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
others  that  the  bill  should  be  recommit¬ 
ted — the  bill  for  the  purpose  of  having ' 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  come  before 
the  committee  and  lay  before  it  the  rea¬ 
sons  for  his  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  because  if  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 


culture  is  correct,  the  amendment  goes 
even  further  than  the  amendment  which 
was  adopted  by  the  Eightieth  Congress 
dealing  with  the  acquisition  and  leasing 
of  real  property  and  other  property  for 
storage  facilities.  If  that  be  true — and  I 
believe  that  it  is  probably  true — certain¬ 
ly  the  language  must  be  changed,  or  it 
would  destroy  what  has  been  done  virith 
respect  to  acquiring  and  leasing  of  prop¬ 
erty  for  storage  facilities  in  the  Corn 
Belt  section  of  Illinois  and  in  other  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  West.  I  am  sure  no  Senator 
would  want  to  do  that.  The  basic  rea¬ 
son  why  the  measure  is  being  returned 
to  the  committee  for  further  considera¬ 
tion,  is  so  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  may  testify. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  so  I  may 
ask  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
one  question? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Lyield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Of  course,  no  one 
would  deny  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  privilege  of  appearing  before  a  com¬ 
mittee  to  present  his  views  on  a  matter 
which  apparently  he  overlooked,  in  the 
first  place.  But  in  that  connection,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  if  it  would  be  agreeable  to 
have  witnesses  appear  from  among  farm 
elevator  companies,  as  well  as  others 
who  favor  the  amendment? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  have  no  objection  to 
hearing  any  witnesses  upon  the  amend¬ 
ment  itself.  However,  as  I  understand, 
the  amendment  was  prepared  by  the 
grain  trade,  and  testimony  with  respect 
to  it  was  taken  for  some  3  or  4  days  by 
members  of  the  grain  trade  throughout 
the  country,  and  apparently  they  had 
this  principle  in  mind,  because  they 
came  forth  with  the  amendment,  as  I 
understand,  which  was  offered  and 
adopted  by  the  committee.  However, 
the  point  I  am  making  is  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  his  subordi¬ 
nates  had  no  opportunity  to  see  the 
amendment  after  it  was  presented  to  the 
committee  and  to  give  us  their  reaction 
as  to  its  consideration  and  proper  inter¬ 
pretation.  If  they  are  correct  in  their 
viewpoint,  the  amendment  goes  much, 
much  further,  as  I  said  before,  than  what, 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  desires.  He 
has  very  politely  said  that  he  does  not 
wish  to  go  so  far  as  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  says  the  amendment  goes: 
and  he  is  as  anxious  as  other  Senators 
are  to  have  that  situation  corrected. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President.  I  am 
sure  the  majority  leader  will  be  perfectly 
willing  to  have  those  in  the  grain  busi¬ 
ness  who  feel  that  the  industry  is  being 
completely  socialized  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  given  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  after  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  been  heard. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  would  be  willing  to 
listen  to  any  testimony  as  I  did,  I  recall, 
upon  several  occasions.  It  was  simply 
unfortunate  that  I  could  not  be  there 
last  Friday,  as  a  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

But  certainly  I  have  no  objection  to 
listening  to  these  distinguished  gentle¬ 
men;  and  particularly  now,  in  view  of 
what  the  Senator  has  said,  I  wish  them 


to  trace  for  me  exactly  how  the  Secre- 
tary  of  Agriculture  is  socializing  this  in-  I 
dustry.  I 

Mr.  President,  the  word  “socialization” 

Is  being  bandied  about  here  rather  loose¬ 
ly  at  times.  If  those  who  are  in  the 
grain  trade  can  show  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  and  other  Members  of  the  Senate  ' 
how  the  storage  of  corn  in  central  Illi¬ 
nois,  for  the  protection  of  the  farmers  in  9 
my  section  of  the  State,  is  driving  us  1 
down  the  road  to  socialism,  so  far  as  that  1 
storage  is  concerned,  I  shall  be  very  glad  ; 
to  interrogate  them  myself  in  respect  to 
that  particular  phase  of  the  inquiry,  be- 
cause  there  is  no  one  in  the  Senate  or 
in  the  country  who  is  more  opposed  to 
socialism  than  is  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois. 

Now  that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  ." 
has  raised  the  question,  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  be  there,  for 
the  purpose  of  interrogating  his  constit¬ 
uents  upon  that  point.  I  hope  the  Sena-  ' 
tor  from  Nebraska  will  be  there,  too,  to  ' 
give  us  a  further  explanation  of  that  very 
delicate  question. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  I  expect  to  be  there.  I 
think  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
and  I  are  in  complete  agreement  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  storage  of  corn  or  other  grain 
at  interior  points.  Tlrere  can  be  no  argu¬ 
ment  about  the  wisdom  of  such  a  policy, 
and  no  partisan  issue  is  involved. 

But  when  it  comes  to  movement  of  such 
stored  grain  to  the  terminal  markets,  all 
that  the  grain  trade,  the  farmer  coopera¬ 
tives,  and  others  ask  is  that  their  services 
may  be  used  in  connection  with  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  the  grain.  When  small  business, 
be  it  in  the  grain  business  or  in  any  other 
line  is  supplanted  by  the  activities  of  a 
government  corporation,  I  think  that  is 
socialization. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  not 
take  the  time  of  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  to  debate  that  question  today.  I 
shall  stand  upon  the  previous  statement 
I  made.  I  am  sure  this  amendment  goes 
much  further  than  what  the  Senator 
from  Mi»nesota  anticipated.  That  is 
why  we  are  trying  to  have  it  corrected, 
because  I  do  not  want  to  see  prevail — and 
I  am  sure  other  Senators  do  not — the 
condition  which  existed  during  the 
Eightieth  Congress,  when  the  corn  farm¬ 
ers  could  not  get  any  storage  at  all  for 
their  grain,  because  of  the  law  which  was 
enacted. 

Last  year  we  perfected  that.  Now,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
if  this  amendment  becomes  the  law,  we 
would  be  going  even  further  than  we  did 
by  the  amendment  in  the  Eightieth  Con¬ 
gress.  That  is  all  I  wish  to  find  out. 

T  HWBRMAiMOMAIi  qCfaPBM' CheVBB  .■ 

j  ^•.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  on  var- 
:  lous  occasions  I  have  called  the  attention 
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n.  the  Secretary  finds  that  there  is  not 
tlme'laefore  the  1950  marketing  season  starts 
to  det%lop  and  Issue  a  marketing  order  In 
any  area,  not  now  covered  by  such  an  order, 
or  that  art^rder  is  Impracticable  for  potatoes 
grown  in  such  area,  he  may  make  price 
supports  available  in  such  areas  under  mar¬ 
keting  practices  prescribed  by  him  which 
will  be  comparable  in  terms  to  the  marketing 
orders  in  effect  in  other  areas. 

The  committee  "4^  aware  that  marketing 
orders,  and  presumably  marketing  practice 
requirements  promul||^ted  by  the  Secretary, 
may  not  be  exactly  uiiiform  in  the  various 
potato  production  areas. \The  section,  there¬ 
fore,  authorizes  and  dlrerffc^  the  Secretary  to 
include  in  the  price  suppolff  program  such 
“additional  potatoes”  as  he  a^termines  nec¬ 
essary  to  avoid  discrimination'^etween  areas 
because  of  differences  in  the  ^rms  of  the 
marketing  orders  and  practices. 

The  price  support  program  authorized  by 
this  section  is  different  in  several  important 
respects  from  that  now  in  effect.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  is  required  to  make  price  su^orts 
available  only  in  those  areas  in  which  t! 
are  marketing  orders  in  effect  at  the 
potatoes  are  harvested  but  he  may  make 
them  available  to  producers  in  other  areas 
under  prescribed  marketing  practices  if  he 
determines  that  there  is  insufficient  time  to 
put  a  marketing  order  into  effect  or  that  a 
marketing  order  is  impracticable  for  such 
areas. 

In  those  Eoreas  where  price  support  is  in 
effect,  it  is  limited  to  “eligible  growers”  and 
to  the  potatoes  produced  by  such  growers 
which  can  be  marketed  in  commercial  chan¬ 
nels  under  terms  of  the  marketing  orders  or 
marketing  practices  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  (plus  such  additional  potatoes  as  it 
may  be  necessary  to  support  to  prevent  dis¬ 
crimination) .  In  the  past,  price  support 
has  been  extended  to  all  merchantable 
potatoes,  including  those  of  inferior  grades 
which  are  not  permitted  to  be  marketed  un¬ 
der  marketing  orders  and  therefore  will  not 
be  eligible  for  support  under  this  legislation. 

Section  5  prohibits  price  support  for  Irish 
potatoes  in  1951  and  thereafter  unless  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  in  effect.  The  committee 
of  conference  was  aware  that  there  is  no 
existing  legislative  authority  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  marketing  quotas  for  potatoes 
and  that  in  the  absence  of  affirmative  action 
by  Congress,  any  price  support  for  potatoes 
in  1951  is  barred  by  this  section.  The  com¬ 
mittee  was  also  aware  that  consideration  of 
new  price-support  legislation  for  potatoes  is 
already  under  way  in  Congress  and  it  is  not 
its  intention  that  this  section  should  be 
regarded  as  in  any  way  limiting  or  affectiiig' 
that  proposed  legislation,  but  merely  as  dh 
expression  of  the  present  intention  of  Con¬ 
gress  with  respect  to  the  1951  potato  crop  in 
the  event  that  no  new  legislation  affecting 
that  crop  is  enacted. 

SECTIONS  6  AND  7 - PEANUTS 

(1)  Section  6  of  the  conference  substitute 
relates  to  peanuts  and  amends  Section  359 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustm^t  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  by  adding  three  new  subsections. 
The  provisions  contained  4n  the  conference 
amendment  are  substantally  the  same  as  the 
provisions  Ihserted  by  the  Senate  Amend¬ 
ment. 

They  are  also  substantially  the  same  as 
those  contained  in  H.  R.  4081  which  was 
passed  unanimously  by  the  House  on  May 
2,  1949.  This  section,  except  for  minor  dif¬ 
ferences  whi(Jh  will  be  explained  below, 
simply  restcX^es  provisions  of  the  Act  which 
were  ina^Mtently  repealed  in  connection 
with  an Amendment  adopted  by  the  Act  of 
August^,  1947  (Public  Law  323,  80th  Con¬ 
gress  This  section  restores  the  authority 
for  the  operation  of  a  two  price  program  for 
pe^huts  similar  to  that  which  was  in  effect 
c^tirirg  1941  and  1942  under  the  then  ex- 
/ts.'  r action  359  (hi  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1933. 


The  proviso  in  subsection  (g)  is  new  and 
is  applicable  only  to  the  1950  crop.  It  is 
designed  to  require  the  Secretary  to  make 
any  excess  peanuts  of  a  type  which  is  in 
short  supply  available  for  cleaning  and  shell¬ 
ing  for  edible  purposes  at  prices  not  less  than 
those  at  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  may  sell  peanuts  and  to  prorate 
the  proceeds  received  therefrom,  after  de¬ 
duction  of  all  costs  incurred  in  connection 
with  the  handling  of  such  type  of  peanuts, 
among  all  the  producers  delivering  excess 
peanuts  of  such  type. 

Subsection  (1)  which  did  not  appear  in 
H.  R.  4081  provides  that  subsections  (g)  anu 
(h)  will  not  be  operative  with  respect  to  any 
crop  of  peanuts  when  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect  on  the  corresponding  crop  of  soy¬ 
beans. 

It  is  anticipated  and  Intended  under  the 
terms  of  this  section  that  the  excess  pea¬ 
nuts  will  be  marketed  promntly  by  the  desig¬ 
nated  agency  and  shall  not  under  any  con¬ 
ditions  or  circumstances  be  held  in  storage 
by  either  such  agency  or  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  for  the  purpose  of  using  the 
same  or  for  the  same  to  be  used  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  total  supply  or  the  supply  percentage 

\for  either  price  support  purposes,  or  the 
amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota  for 
anuts.  And  in  the  event  any  of  said  pea 
nf^s  should  be  carried  over,  irrespective 
eason  or  circumstances,  they  are  noyto 
for  either  of  said  purposes. 
Par^fcaph  (b)  of  section  6  which  w^s  not 
IncludecLln  H.  R.  4081,  merely  provims  that 
any  acre^e  of  peanuts  harvestedyfti  excess 
of  the  alleged  acreage  for  any  fa/rn  for  any 
year  shall  be  considered  ii^  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  allotment  fojr  the  farm  in 
succeeding  yewls.  This  pro/Islon  makes  it 
clear  that  excess\eanuts  ny^  not  be  used  to 
augment  base  hist^y  for  anotment  purposes. 

Except  for  the  dlfioreiy^Ss  referred  to  above, 
section  6  is  the  same^y  the  provision  which 
the  House  approved  jA^nlmously  on  May  2, 
1949. 

(2)  Section  7  ofirthe  conference  substitute 
is  the  same  as  sflCtlon  5  onyie  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  as  it  passed  the  Housek  It  relates  to 
peanut  acrea^ allotments  for\950  only,  and 
provides  th^for  1950  no  State  sball  have  its 
peanut  acreage  allotment  reduceckby  a  per¬ 
centage  larger  than  the  percentage^jy  which 
the  19^  national  peanut  acreage  aMtment 
as  hejetofore  proclaimed  is  below  t^k  1949 
nati^al  peanut  acreage  allotment,  ^ffhis 
seQtfion  provides  relief  to  those  States  wHjeh 
received  reductions  in  their  1950  allotme: 

In  excess  of  the  reduction  in  the  national 
.'allotment.  The  additional  acreage  required 
to  eliminate  these  inequities  is  not  to  be 
taken  into  account  in  establishing  acreage 
allotments  in  subsequent  years. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 
Stephen  Pace, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

George  M.  Grant, 
Clifford  R.  Hope, 

- - Maii.an£r.£.a.n.  the  Part  nf  thp  HntixP.. 

COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Rules  may  have  until  midnight  to¬ 
night  to  file  a  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee?  • 

There  was  no  objection. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  MeSWEENEY,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution  (H.  Res.  513,  Rept.  No.  1783), 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  Immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
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into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  bor¬ 
rowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  That  after  general  debate  which  shall 
[  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to 
:  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
i  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
i  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Bank- 
I  Ing  and  Currency,  the  bill  shall  be  read  lor 
I  amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendmento  as  may  have  been  adopted 
and  the  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  there¬ 
to  to  final  passage  without  intervening  mo¬ 
tion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

ON  PUBLIG-TjANDS  *^  ^  - 

Mr.  L516INSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  L^or,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
that<^ommittee  be  discharged  from  the 
ler  consideration  of  the  following 
Is  and  that  they  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Lands: 

H.  R.  7462,  to  reestablish  a  Civilian 
Conservation  Corps;  to  provide  for  the 
conservation  of  natural  resources  and  the 
development  of  human  resources  through 
the  employment  of  youthful  citizens  in 
the  performance  of  useful  work,  includ¬ 
ing  job  training  and  instruction  in  good 
work  habits ;  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.  R.  7463,  to  reestablish  a  Civilian 
Conservation  Corps;  to  provide  for  the 
conservation  of  natural  resources  and  the 
development  of  human  resources  through 
the  employment  of  youthful  citizens  in 
the  performance  of  useful  work,  includ¬ 
ing  job  training  and  instruction  in  good 
work  habits;  and  for  other  purposes. 

H.  R.  7523,  to  reestablish  a  Civilian 
Conservation  Corps;  to  provide  for  the 
conservation  of  natural  resources  and  the 
development  of  human  resources  through 
the  employment  of  youthful  citizens  in 
the  performance  of  useful  work,  includ¬ 
ing  job  training  and  instruction  in  good 
work  habits;  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan? 

There  was  no  objection. 
PRACttitoners  before  administra¬ 
tive  AGENCIES 

WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  W  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
I  call  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4446)  to  protect 
the  public  with  respect  to  practitioners 
before  aaininistrative  agencies. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  bill  is  on  the 


House  resolved  itself 
of  the  Whole  House 
Union  for  the  con- 
bl*4,  H.  R.  4446,  with 


Union  Calen 
Accordingly  tSjie 
into  the  Commit 
on  the  State  of  t 
sideration  of  the 
Mr.  Biemiller  in  theNdiair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  ftUe  of  the  bill. 
By  unanimous  consent.'ihe  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispen^  with. 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  ChairKian,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  \ 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  measure  urider  con¬ 
sideration  is  designed  to  provide^a  uni¬ 
form  method  of  qualifying  practitihners 
before  the  Government  agencies.  Vhe 
subject  matter  of  this  bill  was  contained 
in  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act, 
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Mr.  McSweeney,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  513] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  513,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  wdth  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  KEPRESENTATIVES 

March  15, 1950 

iMr.  McSweeney,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  reso¬ 
lution  ;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adoption  of  this 

2  resolution  it  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve 

3  itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 

4  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  E.  6567) 
3  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
^  Corporation.  That  after  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
"I  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours, 
8  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
^  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Banking 

and  Currency,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under 
the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 


2 


1  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 

2  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  con- 

3  sidered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to 

4  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion 

5  to  recommit. 
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Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
gentleman  yield?  j 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Il 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn^l- 
vania.  / 

Mr.  RICH.  On  the  ECA  bill  we  have  ^ 
6  hom-s  of  general  debate.  You  not ; 
going  to  try  to  finish  that  bill  tomorrow, 
are  you?  / 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  No.  /  . 

The  SPEAKER.  The  tim^of  the; 
gentleman  from  Massachusett/  has  ex- 

pired.  /  | 

EXTENSION  OF  REMAPS  ! 

Mrs.  DOUGLAS  asked  ai^  was  given  ■ 
permission  to  extend  her  raftiarks  in  the  - 
Record  in  five  separate  in^ances,  in  one  j 
to  include  extraneous  m^ter.  i 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Floyda  asked  and. 
was  given  permission  ty  extend  his  re-  1 
marks  in  the  Record ^nd  include  an  j 
editorial.  '  /  | 

Mr.  CAMP  asked  ^d  was  given  per-  j 
mission  to  extend  rfs  remarks  in  the^ 
Record  and  include/n  excerpt  from  the| 
Atlanta  Suburban /Reporter  of  March -i 
20,  1950,  and  sep^ately  one  from  the  5 
Atlanta  Constitumon  of  March  8,  1950,,; 
on  the  subject  of  taxation.  j 

Mr.  HOWELu  asked  and  was  given! 
permission  to  «tend  his  remarks  in  the^ 
Record  and  i*lude  extraneous  matter,  j 
Mr.  DINgAl  asked  and  was  given  | 
permission  ty  extend  his  remarks  in  thej 
Pecord  and.nnclude  an  article  by  Lud-^ 
well  Denn^*  I 

Mr.  FUIlCOLO  asked  and  was  given  J 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the! 
Record  four  separate  instances,  inj 
one  to  ^clude  a  resolution.  i 

Mr.  PHILBIN  asked  and  was  given 
permi^ion  to  extend  his  remarks  in  thej 
Reco^  in  three  instances.  i 

Mi.  D’EWART  asked  and  was  given  j 
perj^ission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  thej 
Record  and  include  a  resolution.  j 

Mr.  MEYER  asked  and  was  given  per-  j 
i^ssion  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the; 
Record  and  include  an  editorial.  j 

/  Mr.  HARDY  asked  and  was  given  per- 
/  mission  to  extend  his  remarks  In  the 

'  T?L-rnim  pnrf  inr-liirip  an  priitoriaL  - „ 

BORROWING  POWER  OP  COMMODITY 
CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  513  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  ^ 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in  order 
to  move  that  the  House  resolve  Itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  {H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrow¬ 
ing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration.  That  after  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue 
not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  •  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
biU  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
BUiih  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted 
and  the  previous  question  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Herxer],  and  now 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  513 
makes  in  order  the  bill  H.  R.  6567,  which 
has  to  do  with  increasing  the  amount 
allocated  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

This  Corporation,  as  the  Members  of 
the  House  may  realize,  has  been  in  exist¬ 
ence  for  17  years  and  it  has.  done  a 
marvelous  job  supporting  farm  prices 
and  helping  stabilize  the  entire  economy 
of  the  country. 

In  going  over  the  reports  of  the  17 
years  of  the  operation  of  this  Corpora¬ 
tion,  we  find  that  the  losses  have  been 
very  small  in  comparison  to  the  benefits 
that  have  been  derived  from  the  legis¬ 
lation.  They  have  averaged  $9,000,060 
a  year.  Nine  million  dollars  is  a  great 
amount,  but  at  the  same  lime  $9,000,000 
per  year  is  not  a  tremendous  loss  when 
we  consider  what  it  has  done  for  the 
general  economy  of  the  country,  because 
by  increasing  the  purchasing  power  of 
the  farmers,  we  have  helped  indirectly 
to  stabilize  other  businesses.  In  other 
words,  the  manufacturers  of  farm  im¬ 
plements,  dairy  equipment,  and  so  forth, 
could  not  have  survived  and  prospered 
unless  a  farmer  had  a  purchasing  power 
with  which  to  buy  the  things  which  were 
essential  to  his  farm  program. 

It  is  interesting  that  this  Corporation 
was  originally  set  up  under  the  laws  of 
Delaware.  The  third  recommendation 
made  by  the  President  under  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  was  to 
transfer  this  Corporation  formed  under 
the  laws  of  Delaware  to  the  Department 
of  Agi'iculture,  where  it  is  under  the 
direct  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of. 
Agriculture.  Mr.  Brannan,  our  very  effi¬ 
cient  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in  turn, 
is  putting  forth  every  effort  to  make  it 
operate  just  as  economically  as  possible. 

As  you  probably  know,  the  prices  of 
fai'm  commodities  and  other  commodi¬ 
ties  in  the  last  few  years  have  risen.  For 
that  reason,  the  committee  has  asked  for 
an  additional  $2,000,000,000  to  carry  on 
more  effectively  this  work.  As  you  know, 
this  money  is  in  a  revolving  fund.  We 
hope  with  proper  administration,  and 
with  the  hope  also  that  there  will  be  no 
drought  or  unforeseen  calamities,  that 
we  may  make  this  a  balanced  program, 
where  the  Government  will  get  back  into 
the  Treasury  the  amount  it  has  put  out 
as  a  revolving  fund. 

As  a  former  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  I  realize  how  essential  it 
is  to  have  surplus  agricultural  crops.  We 
all  realize  that  the  margin  is  close.  If 
we  should  have  an  unforeseen  act  of  God 
bringing  a  drought  upon  America,  it 
would  be  essential  for  us  to  touch  very 
heavily  these  reserves  that  now  seem  to 
be  so  enormous.  On  the  other  hand, 
we  must  consider  the  balance  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  like  this  and  try  to  maintain  it  so 
that  we  can  keep  an  even  and  a  balanced 
economy  throughout  America. 

I  respectfully  ask  that  you  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  this  rule,  which  in  turn 
makes  in  order  this  Important  piece  of 
legislation. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  McSWEENEY.  1  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  was 
much  interested  in  what  the  gentleman 
had  to  say  about  the  very  minor  cost, 
comparatively  speaking,  of  this  program. 
I  want  to  back  the  gentleman  up  in- that 
assertion.  Mr.  Brannan  appeared  before 
our  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for 
Agriculture,  and  in  questioning  him  last 
January  12  it  was  brought  out  that  the 
entire  program  during  the  last  10  years 
had  cost  the  taxpayers  of  America,  up 
to  next  June  30,  and  that  includes  all  of 
the  potaito  and  egg  losses,  $1,100,000,000 
over  the  10-year  period,  scarcely  more 
than  $100,000,000  a  year. 

If  the  gentleman  will  recall,  a  lot  of 
people  charge  against  the  price-support 
program  the  $2,100,000,000  that  was 
spent  as  consumer  subsidy  during  the 
war,  and  which  had  absolutely  nothing 
to  do  with  the  price-support  program. 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  It  is  very  kind  of 
the  gentleman  to  make  that  contribu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  insofar  as  I  know  there 
is  no  objection  whatsoever  to  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  rule.  We  have  assumed  cer¬ 
tain  obligations  under  the  law  which  are 
going  to  have. to  be  met.  However,  in 
the  consideration  of  this  measure  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  are  going  to  a  great 
extreme"  in  extending  the  credit  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  by  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $2,000,000,000.  I  read  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  committee  with  very  great 
interest.  I  see  in  the  report  this  state¬ 
ment: 

The  most  recent  estimate  which  the  Cor¬ 
poration  has  made  as  to  the  maximum 
amount  needed  for  price  supports  through 
the  fiscal  year  1951  amounts  to  $5,300,000,000. 

The  extension  of  the  credit  which  is 
asked  for  is  $1,450,000,000  over  and  above 
the  maximum  estimates  that  have  been 
made  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  itself. 

The  committee  indicates  there  are  cer¬ 
tain  variables  which  no  one  can  account 
for,  that  the  yield  per  acre  in  cotton, 
wheat,  or  cofn  might  be  greater  than  the 
average  on  which  these  estimates  are 
made.  However,  if  the  amount  were  cut 
down  by  $1,000,000,000,  there  would  still 
be  a  margin  of  over  $400,000,000,  to  be 
exact,  $450,000,000  above  this  estimate 
with  which  to  take  care  of  a  variable  of 
that  kind. 

“  I  am  therefore  hoping  that  when  the 
matter  comes  up  under  the  5-minute  rule 
an  amendment  will  be  offered  to  cut  the 
amount  to  $1,000,000,000,  because  I  have 
a  very  uncomfortable  feeling  that  if  we 
extend  this  authorization  by  $2,000,000,- 
000  now,  we  may  well  be  setting  a  pattern 
of  a  $2,000,000,000  subsidy,  which  will  be 
carried  on  into  future  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

FOREIGN  ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE^, 

Win-,.  COX,  from  the  Conyjiitfee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  folffijifing  privileged 
resolution  (H.' R^s.^RJTHept.  No.  1815) 
which  was  rejg^i^  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  pi'del’ed  to  be'printed: 

RfisdCved,  That  immediately  tlrpoq^the  adop- 
.Mon  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  im  ,  order 


4018 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


March  23 


to  move  that  the  House  resolve  Itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  7797)  to  provide  foreign  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  the  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That 
after  general  debate  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  6 
hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee'  on  Foreign  Affairs,  the 
bill  shall  be  read  for  a'tnendment  under  the 
6-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for'  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  Intervening  motion  except  one  mo- 

BORROWING  POWER  OP  COMMODITY 
CREDIT  CORPOR.^TION 

Mr.  MCSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  9  minutes  to  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  [Mr.  McCormack]. 

(Mr.  MCCORMACK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
supporting  this  bill,  I  want  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  some  remarks  I  made  on  July  21 
of  last  year  when  the  Brannan  plan  was 
before  the  Committee  of  the  Whole.  At 
that  time  I  said,  in  part; 

But  all  I  am  voting  for  In  addition  Is  to 
allow  an  experiment  on  three  commodities, 
now  specifically  mentioned  and  confined  to 
a'  time  limit,  to  see  whether  or  not,  through 
an  experiment  In  these  commodities,  we  can 
give  to  agriculture  the  support  that  Is  needed 
In  an  Intense  industrial  system  and  at  the 
same  time  prevent  this  situation — 

I  was  referring  to  potatoes — 

of  buying  and  being  unable  to  dispose  of  the 
commodities  In  any  way,  bringing  about  a 
reaction  that  ultimately,  as  everyone  of  us 
knows  In  his  own  mind,  will  destroy  the 
whole  farm  program  and  bring  about  a  gen¬ 
eral  disrespect  for  Government  itself. 

I  also  said: 

That  Is  a  constant  threat  to  agriculture 
and  agricultural  legislation  that  should  ad¬ 
dress  Itself  particularly  to  you  ladles  and 
gentlemen  who  represent  agricultural  dis¬ 
tricts  entirely  or  In  the  maln^ 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  compliment 
Secretary  Brannan  for  his  courage. 
Secretary  Brannan  had  presented  a  very 
limited  trial  plan  as  an  experiment.  He 
had  the  courage  to  do  this.  Everybody 
admires  a  man  of  courage.  All  we  hear 
in  opposition  to  the  Brannan  plan  is  the 
cry  of  “socialism,”  or  this,  that,  and 
some  other  general  or  sinister  criticism 
such  as  Guy  Gabrielson,  chairman  of 
the  Republican  National  Committee, 
made  only  yesterday  and  which  it  would 
have  been  much  better  if  he  had  not 
said,  because  the  agricultural  question 
should  not  be  a  political  question  and  I 
am  afraid  that  Mr.  Gabrielson  is  liable 
to  make  it  deteriorate  into  a  purely 
political  and  partisan  question. 

His  leadership  would  be  much  more 
appreciated,  I  am  sure,  by  the.  farmers 
and  those  of  us  who  support  the  fawners, 
if  he  would  refrain  from  making  partisan 
statements  such  as  he  did  yesterday. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr,  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 


Mr.  HARVEY.  I  simply  wanted  to 
add  this  thought  or  suggestion.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  majority  leader’s  stand  in 
stating  that  this  should  not  be  a  political 
issue.  I  would,  however,  remind  our 
leader  that  it  was  President  Truman 
himself  who  made  of  this  a  political  issue 
in  the  fall  of  1948. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Made  a  political 
issue  of  what? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Of  the  farm  program. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Well,  his  position 
was  very  much  in  the  interest  of  the 
farmers.  I  never  knew  that  when  a  per¬ 
son  was  speaking  for  the  interest  of  any 
group  of  American  citizens,  or  for  the 
Nation  as  a  whole,  that  that  was  a  politi¬ 
cal  issue  in  the  sense  the  gentleman 
uses  it. 

Coming  back  to  Secretary  Brannan, 
I  call  upon  those  who  oppose  the  Bran¬ 
nan  plan  to  offer  a  plan  of  their  own. 
I  do  not  know  whether  the  Brannan  plan 
is  the  correct  one  or  not,  but  one  thing 
is  certain:  Secretary  Brannan  had  the 
courage  to  offer  a  plan.  I  have  seen  no 
plan  as  yet  offered  by  anyone  else.  I 
have  heard  many  Members  in  this 
Chamber  and  persons  outside  of  this 
Chamber  oppose  the  Brannan  plan,  and 
they  have  a  right  to  do  so  if  they  do  so 
on  its  merits.  But,  again,  the  opposition 
that  I  have  heard  consists  of  general 
charges.  One  thing  is  certain:  Secre¬ 
tary  Brannan  recognized  that  something 
must  be  done  in  order  to  continue  price 
supports  and  parity  payments  and  at 
the  same  time  prevent  the  consumer 
from  paying  a  much  higher  price  as 
a  result  of  governmental  action  than 
the  law  of  supply  and  demand  would 
ordinarily  call  for. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  I  am  interested  in  what 
the  gentleman  is  saying.  I,  too,  have 
heard  many  discussions  about  the  Bran¬ 
nan  plan;  I  have  read  a  lot  of  literature 
on  the  subject;  I  heard  the  debates 
with  respect  to  the  trial-run  program; 
I  have  read  the  Senate  bill  offered  by 
Senator  Thomas;  and  I  wonder  if  the 
gentleman  can  advise  me  where  I  can  go 
to  get  specific  and  accurate  information 
as  to  exactly  what  the  Brannan  plan  is. 
I  may  say  to  the  gentleman  that  for 
3  weeks  I  have  been  requesting  that  in¬ 
formation  from  Mr.  Brannan  himself  in 
order  that  I  can  get  out  of  the  talk  stage 
and  the  suggestion  stage  and  the  argu¬ 
ment  stage  and  put  my  finger  on  the 
place  where  I  can  know  exactly  what 
that  program  is.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  available  to  him  information  that 
would  permit  me  to  know  exactly  what 
the  proposal  legislatively  is  aside  from 
all  the  suggestions  that  have  been  made 
and  all  the  arguments  that  have  been 
made?  I  ask  this  question  in  very  good 
faith  because  I  would  like  to  be  able  to 
put  my  finger  on  the  plan  and  say,  “This 
is  the  plan.” 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  cannot  advise 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  but  so 
far  as  the  gentleman  from  Massachu¬ 


setts  is  concerned,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  has  to  his  own  satisfac¬ 
tion  complete  knowledge  of  the  Brannan 
plan. 

The  Brannan  plan  was  an  experiment 
with  three  farm  commodities  for  a  lim¬ 
ited  time.  There  was  a  time  limit,  and 
three  commodities  were  expressed.  The 
purpose  of  production  payments  to  the 
farmer  on  the  one  hand  and  to  enable 
the  law  of  supply  and  demand  to  operate 
on  the  other  in  relation  to  those  farm 
commodities  was  to  carry  out  promises 
this  Congress  had  made  and  at  the  same 
time  enable  those  three  farm  products  to 
be  disposed  of  in  the  market  in  a  manner 
through  which  the  consumer  would  get 
the  benefit  of  the  operation  of  the  law  of 
supply  and  demand  rather  than  the 
effect  of  the  Government  support  of  per¬ 
ishable  commodities,  putting  them  in 
storage  and  forcing  the  price  up  to  an 
artificial .  level.  That,  broadly,  is  the 
plan. 

Mr.,  KEEFE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  very  briefly. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  The  gentleman  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  plan  known  as  the  trial-run 
plan  which  was  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Pace],  I  believe. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Exactly;  that  Is 
the  Brannan  plan. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Is  that  the  Brannan 
plan  that  the  gentleman  is  talking 
about? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  That  is  the  plan 
I  am  talking  about  now,  the  plan  that 
was  offered  last  year.  My  remarks  con¬ 
stitute  an  expression  of  my  feelings  with 
reference  to  Secretary  Brannan  and  his 
courage  in  offering  the  plan,  knowing 
that  something  mugt  be  done  from  the 
angle  of  the  protection  of  the  agricul¬ 
ture  of  the  country  and  our  farmers. 
The  situation  now  existing  is  not  in  their 
interest.  Those  who  oppose  the  Bran¬ 
nan  plan — and  I  impute  good  faith  to 
them — ought  to  come  forward  with  a 
plan  of  their  own.  Secretary  Brannan 
instead  of  being  criticized  should  be  com¬ 
plimented  for  his  courage.  His  plan 
might  be  opposed  and  criticized  on  its 
merits,  but  he  is  the  only  one  who  has 
offered  a  plan.  This  is  a  matter  which 
should  commend  itself  to  the  attention 
of  every  farmer ;  it  should  also  commend 
itself  to  the  attention  of  every  Member  of 
Congress,  particularly  those  who  repre¬ 
sent  rural  districts,  in  whole  or  in  part. 

Mr.  KEEFn.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  I  appreciate  the  signi¬ 
ficance  of  what  the  gentleman  is  saying, 
and  I  say  very  honestly  and  candidly 
that  I  am  searching  for  information  that 
will  enable  me  to  understand  this  very 
difficult  program. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  It  is  difficult;  I 
will  agree  with  my  friend. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  'We  have  just  passed  a 
conference  report  here  today  which  pro¬ 
poses  to  carry  forward  in  this  Congress 
under  the  leadership  of  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley],  a  portion  of  the  agricultural 
program. 
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Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  agricultural 
program  is  one  that  will  constantly  be 
before  this  body.  The  basic  proposal 
that  appeals  to  me,  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  is  that  we 
cannot  have  a  continuance,  particularly 
in  connection  with  perishable  commodi¬ 
ties,  of  the  Government  buying  them  and 
putting  them  into  storage,  thereby  keep¬ 
ing  the  price  up  to  the  consuming  pub¬ 
lic,  and  I  say  that  not  only  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  farmer  bht  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  country  as  a  whole.  This 
Congress  should  meet  that  problem. 
Secretary  Brannan  has  had  the  cour¬ 
age  to  offer  a  plan.  He  should  be  com¬ 
mended  for  it  instead  of  criticized  and 
those  who  oppose  his  plan  should  come 
forward  with  a  proposal  of  their  own  so 
that  we  can  consider  it  in  connection 
with  his  plan. 

Mr.  KEIEFE.  Does  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  know  of  any  concrete 
written  proposal  in  the  form  of  legisla¬ 
tion  that  embodies  the  principle  of  the 
Brannan  plan  other  than  J;he  proposal 
that  was  advocated  by  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  in  the  so-called  trial  run 
proposition? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  have  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  it,  but  that  strengthens  my  posi¬ 
tion  because  it  shows  that  Secretary 
Brannan,  recognizing  that  experience  is 
the  best  teacher,  wanted  to  experiment 
with  3  perishable  commodities  so  that 
we  might  get  the  benefit  of  that  exper¬ 
ience  to  determine  whether  or  not  it 
should  be  extended.  I  think  he  should 
be  highly  complimented  for  his  courage 
and  for  his  action  in  submitting  his  pro¬ 
posal  and  those  who  oppose  ought  to 
offer  something  in  lieu  of  mere  opposi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  •  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Bie- 
millerI. 

Mr.  BIEMILLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  out 
of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BIEMILLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  8 
weeks  ago  the  House  fioor  was  jammed 
with  Members  who  wanted  to  do  some¬ 
thing  about  the  catastrophic  coal  situa¬ 
tion. 

Today,  just  21  days  later,  scarcely  a 
voice  is  heard  on  the  subject.  The  an¬ 
nual  coal  emergency  is  over  and  the 
headlines  have  melted  away.  The 
speeches  are  stashed  away  for  the  sum¬ 
mer  ready  to  be  hauled  out  again  when 
trouble  inevitably  returns  to  the  coal 
fields. 

I  know  there  are  others  here  who  are 
just  as  tired  of  this  annual  routine  as  I 
am.  Let  us  face,  honestly,  the  facts 
about  the  coal  industry  and  then  do 
something  about  them  instead  of  talking 
our  way  through  annual  emergencies. 

The  disputes  in  the  coal  fields  are  only 
symptoms  of  a  basic  sickness  we  have 
done  nothing  to  treat.  There  are  two 
things  we  know  about  the  coal  industry — 
that  it  is  essential  to  the  proper  func¬ 
tioning  of  our  economy  and  that  full 
production  gives  us  more  coal  than  we 


need.  To  do  full  justice  to  the  miners 
and  the  industry,  we  must  accept  those 
two  facts,  and  proceed  from  them  to 
return  health  to  an  industry  which  has 
brought  poverty  and  misery  to  the 
miners  in  the  fields  and  annual  emer¬ 
gencies  to  consumers  everywhere. 

How  do  we  do  that?  I  am  not  sure  I 
know  all  the  answers,  but  the  solution  is 
not  in  antilabor  injunction  legislation. 
It  is  in  the  structure  of  the  coal  industry 
itself,  production,  distribution,  and  con¬ 
sumption. 

The  Christian  Science  Monitor  Mon¬ 
day  revealed  a  process  in  the  making 
which  would  not  only  open  up  a  vast  new 
demand  for  coal,  but  improve  the  quality 
of  that  coal  and  provide  an  end  to  the 
Nation’s  domestic  oil  shortage.  That 
entire  article  by  Harlan  Trott,  a  distin¬ 
guished  and  able  member  of  the  Moni¬ 
tor’s  Washington  staff,  was  entered  in 
the  Record  yesterday  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays]. 

It  opens  up  vast  new  possibilities. 

President  Truman  has  proposed  to 
Congress  a  coal  commission  to  seek  a 
permanent  cure  for  the  diseased  coal  in¬ 
dustry.  I  have  introduced  a  similar 
measure  in  the  House.  We  badly  need 
such  a  commission  and  I  suggest  Mr. 
'Trott’s  article  is  proof  that  such  a  com¬ 
mission  will  find  plenty  to  investigate 
and  many  worth-while  recommendations 
to  report. 

Since  the  commission  proposals  were 
made  more  than  3  weeks  ago,  there  has 
been  little  or  no  action.  To  my  knowl¬ 
edge,  no  hearings  have  been  scheduled 
or  planned.  If  the  annual  coal  strikes 
had  not  made  the  need  for  action  on  the 
commission  measures  clear,  a  few  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  Mr.  Trott’s  description  of 
what  he  terms  the  Karrick  process 
ought  to  complete  the  job.  Listen  to  this 
list  of  potential  benefits: 

End  the  Nation’s  domestic  oil  shortage 
permanently. 

Provide  abundant  high-grade  oil  at  lower 
cost. 

Open  up  a  vast  new  demand  for  coal. 

Keep  John  L.  Lewis’  coal  miners  working 
full  time. 

Produce  a  cheap,  smokeless  fuel  to  solve 
the  soot  and  smog  problem  of  cities  like  Los 
Angeles,  St.  Louis,  and  Boston. 

Produce  3,000  cubic  feet  of  high-value  fuel 
gas  and  100  kilowatt-hours  of  electricity  as 
additional  products  out  of  every  ton  of  coal. 

Justify  building  and  operating  coal-oil 
plants — three  times  cheaper  in  capital  in¬ 
vestment  than  present  methods — as  utilities 
in  most  cities  and  towns  and  at  coal  mines. 

If  this  coal-treating  process  really  worked, 
then  the  Nation  could  have  oil  for  nearly 
2,000  years  at  Its  present  rate  of  consump¬ 
tion.  There  Is  that  much  coal  available,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Such  a  process  does  exist. 

The  public  is  not  being  told  about  It. 

For  simplification,  it  is  called  in  this 
article  the  Karrick  process  after  the  man 
who  developed  it.  It  is  a  low-tempera¬ 
ture  method  of  distilling  oil  from  ordi¬ 
nary  soft  coal.  It  is  radically  different 
from  a  three  to  four  times  more  expen¬ 
sive  process  of  obtaining  oil  from  shale 
by  a  German  method,  which  is  favored 
and  now  is  being  developed  by  the  United 
States  Bmeau  of  Mines. 

Just  think  of  the  implications  in  terms 
of  coal  alone.  Full  annual  production  of 


all  the  coal  the  miners  could  put  out.  A 
full  year’s  work  for  miner::  who  have 
suffered  for  years  from  alternate  lay¬ 
offs  and  strikes.  Expansion  in  a  con¬ 
tracting  industry  at  a  time  when  our 
No.  1  economic  goal  is  expansion. 

For  the  other  implications  of  the 
process  outlined  in  the  Monitor  article — 
one  which  may  eventually  be  recognized 
as  one.  of  the  most  important  of  the 
year— I  commend  the  full  story  to  all  of 
you. 

I  think  we  should  give  full  recognition 
to  the  potentialities  of  this  process.  The 
ideal  way  to  get  the  facts  and  lay  them 
before  Congress  is  to  approve  a  coal  com¬ 
mission.  I  suggest  that  the  time  to  start 
doing  something  about  the  next  coal 
crisis  is  now,  not  next  winter  when  the 
annual  big  freeze  is  upon  us. 

Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Johnson]. 

[Mr.  JOHNSON  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
ppendix.  ] 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Keefe]. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  col¬ 
loquy  which  I  had  with  the  distinguished 
majority  leader,  in  good  faith  so  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  may  I  say  that  it  was  an 
attempt  to  get  information.  May  I  say 
further  I  have  been  trying  to  get  that 
same  information  from  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  now  for  3  weeks.  Up  until 
last  night  I  have  received  no  response  to 
the  letters  which  I  have  addressed  to 
him. 

What  I  have  tried  to  find  out  from  this 
mass  of  talk,  newspaper  comment,  edi¬ 
torial  comment,  and  everything  else  is. 
What  is  the  specific  plan  that  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  all  of  agriculture  in  the  so- 
called  Brannan  plan?  I  ask  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  first  bill  that  was  in¬ 
troduced  in  the  Senate  by  Senator 
Thomas  of  Oklahoma  was  and  is  the 
Brannan  plan?  If  it  is  not  the  Brannan 
plan,  then  has  there  been  some  other  bill 
introduced? 

Today  I  find  that  another  bill,  S.  1971, 
which  consists  of  some  70  or  80  pages  was 
introduced  by  Senator  Thomas.  What  is 
the  plan?  Is  it  embodied  in  this  bill,  S. 
1971,  or  is  the  plan  just  in  the  talking 
stage  at  the  present  time? 

Are  we  just  sparring  around  locking 
for  something  to  make  a  political  issue 
out  of?  The  people  I  represent  are  in¬ 
terested  in  the  problem  that  is  presented. 
As  a  Member  of  Congress  I  am  exceed¬ 
ingly  interested  in  this  problem.  For  the 
last  3  months  I  have  devoted  myself  to  a 
study  of  this  problem  to  see  if  a  program 
could  be  developed  that  would  save  us 
from  the  enormities  of  the  situation  that 
have  developed  under  the  present  price- 
support  program. 

I  am  asking  the  distinguished  major¬ 
ity  leader— his  party,  the  Democratic 
Party,  is  in  control  of  this  Congress;  they 
are  a  working  majority  in  the  Senate  and 
they  have  a  working  majority  in  the 
House — if  the  Brannan  plan  is  the  plan 
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that  is  going  to  save  agriculture  and  save 
the  people  of  this  country,  why  is  not  a 
program  of  that  kind  enacted  into  law? 
Up  to  date  it  impresses  me  that  this 
whole  thing  has  been  in  the  talk  stage. 
We  witness  the  great  farm  organization, 
the  Farmers’  Union  Organization,  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  so-called  nebulous  thing  we 
call  the  Brannan  plan.  We  find  the 
Farm  Grange  and  the  Farm  Bureau,  and 
certain  sections  of  it  at  least,  and  its 
leadership,  in  opposition.  Agriculture  it¬ 
self  is  divided,  as  witness  the  efforts  we 
had  in  this  very  Congress,  in  the  House 
and  in  the  Senate,  to  arrive  at  any  work¬ 
ing  solution  of  this  agricultural  problem. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  time  that 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  at¬ 
tempted  to  meet  the  very  situation  which 
has  been  in  the  talk  stage  for  so  long, 
promoted  by  Secretary  Brannan.  Now 
you  say,  “Why  does  not  somebody  come 
up  with  a  program?’’  I  understand  that 
the  great  Farm  Bureau  organization  and 
the  great  Grange  organization  have  sug¬ 
gested  repeatedly  a  concrete,  definite 
program  to  deal  with  this  problem. 

How  do  you  account  for  the  fact  that 
the  former  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
himself.  Mr.  Anderson,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont,  and  various  other 
leaders  in  this  body  and  in  the  other 
body,  have  come  up  with  an  agricultural 
program  that  has  passed  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  and  is  now  the  law, 
by  virtue  of  the  action  which  we  took 
here  this  morning,  which  will,  no  doubt, 
be  concurred  in  by  the  other  body  and 
be  signed  by  the  President?  It  does  not 
seem  to  me  that  it  is  going  to  do  any 
good  in  the  solution  of  this  problem  that 
so  vitally  concerns  the  consuming  public, 
that  so  vitally  concerns  agriculture  and 
business,  generally,  throughout  this 
country,  to  have  this  whole  discussion 
sink  to  the  low  level  of  mere  partisanship 
and  mere  party  politics. 

I  agree  with  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  that  this  whole  question  should 
be  approached  from  the  standpoint  as  to 
what  is  going  to  be  best  for  agriculture, 
what  is  going  to  be  best  for  the  consumer, 
and  what  sort  of  a  program  we  can  adopt. 
If  any,  that  is  going  to  relieve  ourselves 
of  the  inequities  and  the  injustices  and 
the  discriminations  that  have  been  prac¬ 
ticed  in  the  past. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  expired. 

Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Heselton]. 

(Mr.  HESELTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  e3{tend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  bill,  which  will  come  up 
for  consideration  after  the  rule  is 
adopted,  it  is  my  intention  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  both  sections;  first,  to  the 
1938  act,  and  then  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act.  The 
amendments  will  be  identical,  and  will 
be  substantially  in  these  words: 

(1)  In  order  to  prevent  the  waste,  the  Cor¬ 
poration  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make 
available  such  commodities  as  follows  in  the 
order  of  priority  set  forth:  First,  to  school 
lunch  programs:  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs,  and  Federal,  State,  and  local  tax- 
supported  institutions,  such  as  hospitals,  or¬ 


phanages,  schools,  penal  and  mental  insti¬ 
tutions,  and  public  welfare  organizations 
for  the  assistance  of  needy  Indians  and  other 
needy  persons;  second,  to  private  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations  for  the  assistance  of  needy  per¬ 
sons  within  the  United  States;  third,  to  pri¬ 
vate  welfare  organizations  for  the  assistance 
of  needy  persons  outside  the  United  States; 
fourth,  to  Intergovernmental  or  international 
nonprofit  welfare  agencies,  for  assistance  to 
needy  persons  outside  the  United  States. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  first  de¬ 
termine  that  such  commodities  are  In  ample 
supply  over  and  above  such  reserves  as  may 
be  required  and  demanded  In  the  public  in¬ 
terest.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  make  any  such  commodities  available 
at  no  cost  at  point  of  use  within  the  United 
States  or  at  shipslde  at  port  of  embarka¬ 
tion,  or  shall  be  empowered  to  deliver  them 
abroad  when  necessary.  The  Corporation 
may  advance  as  against  handling  and  trans¬ 
portation  costs  in  making  delivery  up  to  the 
equivalent  of  6  months’  storage  costs  on  any 
such  commodities  turned  over. 

Y.esterday,  in  a  special  order,  begin¬ 
ning  at  page  3947, 1  included  a  good  deal 
of  factual  material  bearing  on  this  pro¬ 
posed  amendment.  As  I  indicated,  I  dis¬ 
cussed  it  fully  before  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  yesterday  morning,  and  I  was 
very  much  pleased  with  the  cordial  and 
sympathetic  reception  that  the  members 
of  the  committee  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  gave  to  the  suggestion.  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  that  they  will  see  fit  to  support  the 
amendment  this  afternoon. 

I  explained  in  my  remarks  yesterday 
that  although  there  is  a  somewhat  sim¬ 
ilar  provision  in  the  omnibus  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  which  will  be  before  us  I  am 
fearful  that  that  may  go  out  on  a  point 
of  order.  Consequently,  I  think  the  most 
direct  and  the  most  immediate  approach 
that  can  be  made  is  to  provide  this 
change  this  afternoon  in  the  basic  law 
itself. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  the 
Charter  Act  there  are  some  six  or  seven 
specific  powers  enumerated.  One  of 
them,  (d) ,  is  to  remove  and  dispose  of  or 
aid  in  the  removal  or  disposition  of  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities.  So  this 
really  does  not  do  much  more  than  to 
spell  out  the  method  by  which  this  distri¬ 
bution  can  be  imdertaken. 

Just  a  word  about  the  situation  which 
confronts  us.  I  know  there  are  some  who 
raise  the  question  of  whether  we  do  ac¬ 
tually  have  these  commodities  in  excess 
of  our  needs.  I  said  yesterday  that  I 
thought  it  was  pretty  clear,  certainly  on 
some  commodities,  that  we  have  more 
than  satisfactory  carry-overs.  For  in¬ 
stance,  we  have  sufficient  prunes  to  give 
every  Member  of  Congress  a  dish  for 
breakfast  until  approximately  September 
of  the  year  3239.  That  is  rather 
startling. 

I  have  listed  the  places  where  these 
commodities  are  located,  that  is,  as  far  as 
States  are  concerned.  I  think  you  will 
understand  that  the  removal  from  those 
places  even  to  central  spots  in  the  States 
or,  as  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  White]  has  suggested,  even  to 
county  seats,  would  only  partially  do  this 
job. 

It  seems  to  me  that  all  communities 
and  aU  needy  people  in  om-  communities 
should  be  on  the  same  footing  as  far  as 
the  use  of  these  wholesome  foods  is 
concerned. 


I  placed  in  the  Record  yesterday  sta¬ 
tistics  on  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  schedule  14,  as  of  December  30, 
1949.  That  is  on  page  3948.  I  have  in 
my  hand  a  release  of  March  3,  1950,  giv¬ 
ing  the  status  of  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  these  figures  are  of  great 
interest  to  all  of  us. 

We  had  on  January  1,  98,675,801 
pounds  of  butter.  On  January  31,  we 
had  added  another  2,000,000  pounds,  so 
we  then  had  100,736,962  pounds.  I  do 
not  think  anybody  will  dispute  the  fact 
that  butter  does  become  rancid  if  kept 
in  storage  any  length  of  time. 

Dried  milk:  The  first  of  the  year  we 
had  259,801,803  pounds.  In  1  month’s 
time  we  had  jumped  that  to  274,723,846 
pounds. 

I  attempted  to  make  an  estimate  in 
my  remarks  yesterday  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  in  Agriculture,  and  in  my  remarks 
here  on  the  floor  as  to  what  the  carrying 
charges  were  for  the  first  half  of  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1950,  and  it  came  to  $10,785,128. 
This  means  we  are  spending,  on  just 
these  14  or  15  commodities,  which  are 
spoiling  or  can  spoil,  at  the  rate  of 
$59,917  every  24  hours.  To  me,  that  just 
does  not  make  sense.  It  seems  to  me  the 
limitation  I  placed  in  this  suggested 
amendment  is  one  we  need  so  that  there 
will  not  be  an  expenditure  beyond  what 
we  have  given  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

To  those  of  you  who  are  concerned  as 
to  whether  this  might  affect  an  addi¬ 
tional  $2,000,000,000,  I  think  it  is  amply 
'  clear  that  it  would  not.  It  does  not 
touch  it.  It  only  transfers  funds  from 
one  hand  to  the  other.  It  makes  use  of 
it.  It  takes  a  load  off  the  taxpayers’ 
back.  It  will  get  these  few  commodities 
out  into  the  hands  of  people  who  could 
and  would  eat  them.  I  maintain  that  it 
is  sound. 

I  hope  very  much  that  any  of  you  who 
have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  give  any 
consideration  to  the  amendment  will 
glance  at  some  of  the  figm’es,  these 
startling  figures,  that  I  put  in  the  Record 
yesterday. 

Mr*  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HESELTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  on  the  point  that  we  should  not 
rely  entirely  upon  the  proposed  provision 
in  the  omnibus  appropriation  bill  which 
is  coming  in.  I  entertain  the  same  fear 
that  the  gentleman  does,  that  it  may  be 
eliminated  on  a  point  of  order.  Is  it 
not  also  a  fact  that  that  provision  in  the 
appropriation  bill  relates  to  the  dispo¬ 
sition  of  these  smplus  food  commodities 
only  to  public  welfare  agencies  whereas 
the  amendment  which  the  gentleman  is 
going  to  offer  here  will  also  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  deliver  this  food  to  private  wel¬ 
fare  agencies? 

Mr.  HESELTCiN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct,  and  it  is  also  definitive ’in  the 
sense  that  it  utilizes  only  section  32 
funds,  while  this  utilizes  the  complete 
fund. 

I  might  add  one  further  thing  in  that 
connection.  I  have  just  talked  with  New 
York,  to  the  directors  of  UNICEF  and 
CARE,  and  they  have  given  me  some 
startling  figures  of  what  they  could  use 
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if  they  could  get  it,  all  over  Europe, 
and  they  told  me  they  are  getting  behind 
the  curtain  into  -China.  I  can  think  of 
nothing  which  would  have  a  greater  psy¬ 
chological  effect  on  the  people  of  China 
than  for  us  to  send  American  packages 
of  food  into  those  areas. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  entirely. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Hesel- 
TONl  has  expired. 

Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Murray]. 

(Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

TRIAL  RUNS 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  have  witnessed  a  public  re¬ 
sentment  of  the  price-support  program 
in  the  press  and  on  the  radio.  While 
some  administrative  procedures  may  be 
subject  to  criticism  the  fact  remains  that 
the  support  program  is  nowhere  near  as 
objectionable  economically  as  it  has  been 
pictured. 

It  should  be  evident  that  a  support 
program  will  be  accompanied  by  large 
appropriations  unless  first,  there  is  some 
control  over  domestic  production  as  to 
the  amount  to  be  supported;  and  second, 
there  must  be  some  control  over  imports 
of  competitive  agricultural  products.  If 
we  are  to  continue  to  support  the  price 
for  twice  as  much  cotton  as  the  United 
States  needs  and  50  percent  more  wheat 
than  the  United  States  consumers  need 
or  consume,  it  will  take  increasing 
amounts  of  the  taxpayers  money.  If  we 
import  competitive  agricultural  products 
at  the  rate  of  $1,500,000,000  per  year  like 
we  did  last  fiscal  year  it  should  be  ap¬ 
parent  that  these  imports  are  really  be¬ 
ing  supported  and  that  the  American 
farmer  is  to  be  allowed  to  produce  less 
and  less  on  his  own  acres. 

A  modernized  McNary-Haugen  ap¬ 
proach,  and  a  more  keen  interest  in  the 
FAO  proposals  are  surely  in  order. 

As  proof  of  the  danger  of  a  trial  run, 
I  include  the  following  ofiicial  table  from 
the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics : 

Specified  commodities:  Average  prices. 
United  States,  1929-49 


Hogs,  per 
hundred¬ 
weight  I 

Beef  cattle, 
per  hun¬ 
dredweight' 

Calves,  veal, 
per  hun¬ 
dredweight  < 

Eggs,  per 
dozen  ' 

Cheese,  per 
pound  2 

Milk  for 
cheese  ^ 

1929 _ 

$9.54 

$9.53 

$12. 16 

$0. 321 

$0,202 

$1.84 

1930 . 

8.87 

7.87 

9.68 

.251 

.164 

1.49 

1931 . 

6.80 

6.60 

6.96 

.186 

.125 

1.07 

1932 . 

3.39 

4.27 

4.95 

.160 

.100 

.81 

1933 . 

3.50 

3. 73 

4.64 

.163 

-.102 

.91 

1934 . 

4.22 

4. 10 

4.92 

.184 

.117 

1.00 

mi . 

8.75 

6. 21 

7. 16 

.241 

.143 

1.27 

1936 . 

9.34 

6.90 

7.20 

.230 

.153 

1.42 

1937 _ 

9. 73 

7.01 

8.10 

.217 

.169 

1.48 

1938 . 

7.80 

6.57 

7.90 

.213 

.126 

1. 16 

1939 . 

6.31 

7.13 

8.40 

.184 

.128 

1.14 

1940 _ 

6. 42 

7.48 

8.83 

.191 

.143 

1.30 

■  United  State.s  average  prices  received  by  farmers. 

2  Plymouth,  Wis.,  Cheese  Exchange,  “twins”  prior  to 
September  1939— subsequently  "Cheddars,”  as  reported 
by  the  Dairy  Branch,  Production  and  Marketing  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

•  W'eighted  annual  average  price  received  by  farmers 
for  milk  at  cheese  factories,  Wisconsin. 

*  Weiglited  calendar-year  averages. 

Source:  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics. 


Specified  commodities:  Average  prices.  United 
States,  1929—49 — Continued 


Hogs,  per 

hundred- 

1  weight  ' 

Beef  cattle, 

per  hun¬ 

dredweight' 

Calves,  veal, 

per  hun¬ 

dredweight  * 

Eggs,  per 

dozen  ' 

[  Cheese,  per 

pound  ‘ 

Milk  for 

cheese  ‘ 

1941 . 

$9.14 

$8.  75 

$10. 30 

$.  2,50 

$.194 

$1.82 

1942 . 

13.10 

10.60 

12.30 

.314 

.210 

2.04 

1943 . 

13.80 

12. 00 

13.  .30 

.387 

.232 

2.48 

1944 . 

13.10 

11.00 

12.  40 

.338 

.232 

2.53 

1945 . 

14. 10 

12.20 

13. 10 

.390 

.232 

2.52 

1S4G . 

.17.  30 

14.  40 

15.30 

.392 

.348 

3. 42 

1947 . 

24.20 

18.60 

20.  40 

.464 

.360 

3. 45 

1948 . 

23.  30 

22.  40 

24.  40 

.480 

.407 

4.01 

1949 . 

18.50 

19.90 

‘23.30 

.455 

.304 

«  Simple  average  of  12  monthly  prices. 

A  study  of  this  table  will  show  the  price 
relationship  of  the  principal  protein 
food.  The  average  price  of  beef  and 
veal  correspond  rather  closely  with  the 
price  of  hogs  under  natural  market  con¬ 
ditions.  In  1942  when  the  hog  price 
support  was  established  at  a  point  above 
parity  the  price  relationship  was  out  of 
line  with  beef  and  veal.  Later  all  prices 
were  fixed  by  the  OPA  and  the  price  re¬ 
lationship  was  rather  constant.  In  1948 
and  1949,  you  will  note  the  price  relation¬ 
ship  indicates  how  the  average  of  the 
beef  and  plus  the  veal  price  is  practically 
the  pork  price.  In  the  prewar  prices  you 
will  note  the  same  price  relationship. 

The  point  is  that,  as  some  farm 
spokesmen  have  pointed  out,  the  price 
support  on  one  agricultural  commodity 
especially  a  competing  commodity  of  it¬ 
self  causes  a  chain  reaction. 

In  other  words,  advocates  of  a  trial 
run  on  a  certain  commodity  like  hogs 
for  example,  may  cause  great  dollar 
losses  to  the  beef,  veal,  egg,  and  cheese 
producers  as  all  these  protein  foods  are 
competitive  in  the  market  place.  The 
hog  producer  may  or  may  not  have  a 
satisfactory  return  out  of  a  low  price  and 
compensatory  payments  to  the  pro¬ 
ducer,  but  the  producers  of  these  other 
protein  foods  will  be  subjected  to  a  lower 
price  without  the  compensatory  pay¬ 
ments. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  in  1942 
to  1946  there  was  a  consumer  subsidy  of 
3%  cents  per  pound  on  cheese  that  would 
or  should  be  added  to  the  Plymouth  price. 
This  notation  is  made  by  me  to  keep  the 
milk  prices  for  cheese  in  relation  to  the 
Plymouth  price  of  cheese  in  the  correct 
relationship. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  not  care  to  start 
a  discussion  on  the  Farmers  Union  plan 
or  the  Farm  Bureau  plan  or  the  Grange 
plan  or  Brannan  plan  or  any  other  farm 
plan  in  3  minutes. 

I  would  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  distinguished  majority  leader,  Mr. 
McCormack,  however,  to’  -the  fact  that 
while  I  do  not  know  why  other  people 
voted  against  the  trial  run  as  proposed 
last  year  in  the  agricultural  bill,  I  do 
know  the  reason  I  opposed  it.  I  opposed 
it  because  I  figured  the  Eighty-first  Con¬ 
gress  had  done  enough  to  the  dairy  busi¬ 
ness  without  me  helping  them  to  do  any 
more  to  it.  However,  it  should  be  evi¬ 
dent,  and  I  think  it  should  be  evident  to 
anyone  who  could  get  elected  to  Congress 
or  at  least  to  become  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  that  a  chain 
reaction  takes  place  in  the  market  place 
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between  different  foods.  This  is  espe¬ 
cially  true  of  the  protein  foods  for  exam¬ 
ple.  Under  the  Pace  bill  eggs  w'ere  one 
of  the  products  which  were  going  to  have 
that  trial  run.  I  assure  the  majority 
leader  I  did  not  oppose  it  for  any  polit¬ 
ical  reason.  I  opposed  it  because  I  know 
for  the  last  25  years,  the  close  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  price  of  hogs,  the  price 
of  beef,  the  price  of  veal,  the  price  of 
eggs,  and  the  price  of  cheese.  I  do  not 
want  to  see  the  price  of  eggs,  and  I  do 
not  want  to  see  the  price  of  pork,  and  I 
do  not  want  any  single  farm  product 
to  drop  in  price  without  some  protection 
being  provided  for  the  price  of  competing 
food  products. 

The  producers  of  the  product  selected 
for  a  trial  run  may  or  may  not  be  pro¬ 
tected  by  compensatory  payments,  but 
how  about  the  competing  products  with¬ 
out  any  provision  for  compensatory  pay¬ 
ments  for  them?  A  straight  across  the 
board  is  one  approach  and  a  trial  run 
on  only  one,  or  a  few  products,  may  be 
proved  to  be  very  unfair  and  unwise. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
will  note  that  while  I  like  politics  and 
like  to  talk  politics  I  did  not  discuss 
politics  when  I  spoke  a  few  moments 
ago. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  was  discussing 
the  courage  of  Secretary  Brannan.  This 
is  a  problem  which  has  got  to  be  met  in 
some  way  in  the  interest  of  the  farmers 
of  the  country,  and  in  the  interest  of 
the  consumers.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe],  on 
the  basic  question  that  this  is  something 
in  the  interest  of  our  economy  as  a  whole 
which  should  transcend  politics.  When 
I  spoke  about  that,  I  was  not  talking 
politics.  I  deliberately  refrained  from 
talking  politics,  much  as  I  like  to  get  into 
a  political  discussion. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin.  That  is 
good.  I  appreciate  that.  I  think  some¬ 
day  I  ought  to  address  the  House  for 
about  a  half  hour  and  discuss  the  farm 
program  and  the  good  things  and  con¬ 
tributions  which  have  been  made  by  the 
Democrats  in  the  farm  program.  They 
seem  to  forget  that  the  good  things  we 
have  and  what  we  have  obtained  by  co¬ 
operating.  We  have  had  nonpartisan 
and  nonpolitical  agricultural  support 
programs  ever  since  1941.  Regardless  of 
all  we  have  read  in  the  papers,  we  should 
take  the  time  to  analyze  this  very  ques¬ 
tion  here  today  in  regard  to  perishables. 
I  have  found  that  there  were  less  than 
$200,000,000  worth  of  perishable-food 
products  and  about  $2,700,000,000  worth 
of  nonperishables.  I  also  found  that  a 
little  crop  like  flax  accounted  for  over 
$200,000,000.  So,  maybe  in  the  interest 
of  the  taxpayers,  it  would  be  better  if 
we  paid  attention  to  the  $2,700,000,000 
worth  of  nonperishables  and  not  get  so 
exercised  about  the  less  than  $200,000,- 
000  worth  of  perishables. 

Mr.  MeSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Young],  our  Congressman  at  Large. 
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Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  out  of 
order. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  people 
sometimes  ask  whether  Communists  oc¬ 
cupy  important  Government  positions 
and  express  fear  that  spies  have  infil¬ 
trated  into  Government  circles  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  Directly  following  the  surren¬ 
der  of  the  German  armies  in  Italy,  when 
I  was  allied  military  governor  of  the 
Pi'ovince  of  Reggio  Emilia,  Italy,  I  had 
bitter  experiences  with  Italian  Commu¬ 
nists  under  Soviet  influence.  I  came  to 
despise  and  fear  Communists  and  com¬ 
munism. 

A  publicity-seeking  Member  of  the 
other  body  almost  daily  has  been  mak¬ 
ing  claims  of  communism  in  Govern¬ 
ment.  Those  present  or  former  minor 
Federal  officials  or  employees  named  by 
him  have  repudiated  his  accusations. 
It  appears  to  me  he  is  seeking  headlines 
by  making  irresponsible  charges.  Here 
are  the  facts:  17,000  thousand  individ¬ 
uals  are  employed  in  the  Department 
of  State.  No  person  occupying  any  im¬ 
portant  position  in  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  a  Communist,  or  a  spy  for 
any  foreign  power.  Such  assertion  can 
be  made  definitely  and  with  assurance 
despite  headline  hunters’  unsupported 
claims  to  the  contrary. 

Gen.  Dwight  Eisenhower  said: 

This  country  has  done  pretty  well  at  keep¬ 
ing  Its  major  secrets  to  Itself. 

Of  course — 

He  said — 

we  can  get  hysterical  about  a  spy  scare. 
But  our  Government  Is  aware  of  these  things 
and  I  don’t  believe  the  dangers  are  great. 

The  State  Department  and  every 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government  has 
its  own  security  force.  Every  old  State 
Department  employee  has  been  screened 
and  every  applicant  for  employment  in 
the  State  Department  has  his  loyalty 
thoroughly  investigated  before  employ¬ 
ment.  These  security  oflBcials  maintain 
close  contact  with  the  FBI.  When  there 
is  any  doubt  about  the  loyalty  of  a 
State  Department  employee,  this  case  is 
taken  before  a  Department  loyalty  and 
security  review  board.  Then,  above  these 
boards  is  a  court  of  appeals  in  the  form 
of  an  over-all  Government  loyalty  and 
security  board.  The  Department  of 
State  loyalty  board  is  headed  by  Con¬ 
rad  E.  Snow,  Republican,  of  New  Hamp¬ 
shire.  Senator  Styles  Bridges,  Repub¬ 
lican,  New  Hampshire,  recently  said: 

Mr.  Snow  Is  an  able  and  vigilant  defender 
of  America  against  subversive  Influences. 

Then,  the  top  Loyalty  Review  Board 
of  our  Government  is  headed  by  Seth 
Richardson,  a  Republican,  who  was  As¬ 
sistant  Attorney  General  during  the 
Hoover  Administration. 

Those  rabble  rousers,  who  seem  to  see 
Communists  and  spies  under  every  bed 
in  Washington,  remind  me  of  that 
couplet : 

Last  night  I  saw  upon  the  stair 
A  little  man  who  wasn’t  there. 

He  wasn’t  there  again  today, 

Oh,  how  I  wish  he  would  go  away! 


Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mirme- 
sota  [Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen]. 

(Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  join  in  what  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Heselton]  had  to  say  about  his  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  to  this  bill.  I  do  so 
even  in  view  of  the  fact  that  his  amend¬ 
ment  will  supplant  that  which  I  was  suc¬ 
cessful  personally  in  inserting  in  the 
omnibus-appropriation  bill. 

In  reference  to  the  paying  of  the 
handling  and  freight  charges  on  these 
surplus,  perishable  commodities  and 
shipment  to  various  counties  for  distri¬ 
bution  by  welfare  groups,  I  may  say  that 
this  provision  is  absolutely  necessary  un¬ 
less  we  are  willing  to  see  good  food  go  to 
waste.  Thousands  of  good  Americans 
are  unable  to  buy  enough  food  for  their 
needs.  Personally,  therefore,  I  am  more 
than  pleased  to  withdraw  my  amendment 
when  the  time  comes,  if  the  proper  com¬ 
mittee  of  this  Congress  accomplishes 
what  I  am  trying  to  do.  I  have  always 
opposed  any  effort  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  legislate,  but  in  this  partic¬ 
ular  case,  realizing  that  unless  we  do 
something  about  placing  into  consump¬ 
tion  channels  those  perishable  surplus 
commodities,  we  will  always  have  trouble 
with  our  farm  program.  I  have  urged 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  to  give 
the  needed  authority  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

I  am  delighted  to  see  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Heselton] 
proceed  along  the  lines  he  has  suggested, 
and  I  hope  this  body  will  give  earnest 
consideration  to  his  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  HER'TER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Rich]. 

(Mr.  RICH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  this  rule 
passes,  we  will  consider  a  resolution 
which  involves  the  expenditure  of 
$2,000,000,000 — think  of  that,  $2,000,- 
000,000 — two  thousand  million  dollars 
more  for  commodities.  We  all  know 
what  has  happened  to  the  commodities 
that  have  been  bought  during  the  last 
year.  How  much  has  gone  to  waste? 
How  much  of  these  perishable  items  have 
been  destroyed  when  the  people  of  the 
country  were  looking  for  food?  When 
the  people  were  wanting  potatoes  we  go 
to  foreign  countries,  buy  potatoes,  bring 
them  in  here,  sell  them,  and  allow  our 
domestic  potatoes  to  spoil.  A  very  poor 
business  for  the  American  people — for 
the  American  taxpayer  it  is  a  headache. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  on  yesterday  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Junior  Chamber  of 
Commerce  of  the  United  States  came  to 
Washington  with  a  petition  signed  by 
3,000,000  people  of  the  United  States  ask¬ 
ing  that  we  economize  so  far  as  Govern¬ 
ment  expenditures  are  concerned  Those 
boys  were  interested  in  trying  to  secure 
economy  and  a  balanced  budget.  Tliey 
came  here  with  a  petition  signed  by 


3,000,000  people  making  that  request. 
Why?  Because  they  want  to  save  this 
country.  They  want  to  keep  this  coun¬ 
try  in  a  sound  financial  position  so  that 
this  Congress  which  is  now  squandering 
money  to  the  tune  of  four  or  five  billion 
dollars  more  than  it  is  taking  in  will  not 
bankrupt  their  country  in  future  years. 

When  those  boys  came  here  and  pre¬ 
sented  that  petition  with  3,000,000  signa¬ 
tures  they  were  thinking:  We  cannot  en¬ 
dure  this  Congress  which  is  not  trying 
to  balance  the  budget  and  is  letting  the 
debt  come  on  to  us.  We  will  be  sunk  if 
we  do  not  stop  this  spending  and  spend¬ 
ing.  They  are  worried  and  rightfully  so. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  that  we  should  stop, 
look,  and  listen  before  we  appropriate 
$2,000,000,000  more  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  buy  food  and  to 
help  one  branch  of  our  economy.  To  me 
it  is  a  very  bad  thing  to  do;  it  is  v;asteful, 
it  is  extravagant,  it  is  ruinous,  it  is  un¬ 
sound  legislation.  The  potato  farmers 
of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  passed  a 
resolution  the  other  day  stating  that 
they  did  not  want  any  more  Govern¬ 
ment  regulation,  any  more  potato  sub¬ 
sidy;  they  did  not  want  any  more  of  this 
potato  subsidy  money.  Our  farmers  in 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania  want  to  go 
out  and  work,  earn  money,  save  and  sell 
their  potatoes  in  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  and  the  rest  of  this  country.  They 
do  not  want  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  go  out  and  buy  these  pota¬ 
toes,  put  them  on  a  pile  and  burn  them, 
while  at  the  same  time  potatoes  are  being 
imported  from  Canada  and  other  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world  at  a  lower  price  than 
our  support  price.  We  ought  to  be  fur¬ 
nishing  the  potatoes  that  we  grow  to  our¬ 
selves.  This  applies  to  other  commodi¬ 
ties.  Soon  we  will  not  have  j  obs  nor  food 
nor  money. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  getting  somewhat 
exasperating.  In  my  judgment,  it  is 
getting  rotten.  You  Members  on  that 
side  are  responsible  for  the  situation. 
You  have  no  business  going  ahead  and 
squandering  the  money  and  expect  your 
children  and  your  children’s  children  to 
pay  something  that  we  are  not  able  to 
pay  off  ourselves.  It  is  stealing  from  our 
children.  At  this  time  when  the  people 
of  the  country  are  working  and  trying 
to  make  something  for  themselves  you 
are  permitting  foreign  countries  to  come 
in  here  and  take  the  markets  that  belong 
to  our  farmers.  It  is  not  fair,  it  is  not 
right,  it  is  not  just,  it  is  not  honorable, 
I  do  not  know  of  anything  good  in  it. 
Why  do  we  not  wake  up  and  try  to  pro¬ 
tect  our  children?  Protect  them  from  a 
bankrupt  Government. 

Ml’.  Speaker,  there  are  people  all  over 
this  country  who  are  in  sympathy  with 
the  things  I  am  trying  to  preach.  The 
taxpayers  of  the  country  will  wake  up 
next  November,  as  was  said  yesterday  by 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
McCormack]  ,  the  majority  leader,  when 
he  tried  to  force  down  the  throats  of  the 
Members  of  Congress  a  bill.  You  are  in 
pretty  bad  shape.  It  shows  to  what  ex¬ 
tent  this  administration  will  go  to  put 
through  its  raw  deal.  New  Deal  program. 

Wake  up,  voters  of  your  country  and 
protect  your  Nation.  Do  not  vote  for 
Congressmen  who  take  you  into  bank¬ 
ruptcy  by  squandering  our  resources. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

Ml-.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  the  time  on  this  side  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
August  H.  AndresenL 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
speak  out  of  order,  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN  ad¬ 
dressed  the  House.  His  remarks  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Huber]. 

Mr.  HUBER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
want  to  take  too  much  credit  away  from 
the  Republican  Eightieth  Congress,  that 
so-called  worst  Congress.  .Let  us  give 
them  credit  also  for  passing  oleomarga¬ 
rine  legislation  in  the  House.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  who  just  preceded  me  says  the 
Eighty-first  Democratic  Congress  passed 
oleomargarine  legislation  in  payment  of 
campaign  promises.  I  ask  what  debts 
wfere  the  Eightieth  Congress  paying  when 
the  House  repealed  Federal  taxes  on 
oleo? 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Hays]. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  all 
I  have  to  say  about  this  proposed  piece 
of  legislation,  which  will  give  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  two  billion 
more  dollars,  is  that  it  is  an  extension 
of  a  program  which  is  not  working  for 
the  best  interests  of  the  average  farmer. 
The  people  of  this  country  are  becoming 
more  and  more  convinced  that  the  farm 
program  is  not  working,  and  the  farmers 
of  the  country  are  becoming  more  and 
more  convinced  that  this  is  true.  I  do 
not  know  what  the  answer  is,  and  I  do 
not  say  that  the  Brannan  plan  is  the 
solution.  But  I  do  say,  as  I  said  to  about 
a  thousand  farmers  in  my  district  at  soil- 
conservation  meetings  some  days  ago, 
that  we,  the  farmers  of  the  United  States, 
had  better  start  doing  a  little  thinking, 
and  we  had  better  come  up  with  a  plan 
which  will  not  only  protect  the  farmer 
but  will  also  protect  the  consumers,  or 
the  consumers  are  going  to  get  mad,  and 
they  are  going  to  elect  a  Congress  which 
will  do  away  with  all  farm  programs. 

As  I  said  before,  I  do  not  know  all  the 
answers  to  thb  farm  problem,  but  being 
one  of  the  few  practical  farmers  who  are 
Members  of  this  Congress,  I  think  I  am 
qualified  to  say  that  the  present  program 
is  mainly  protecting  the  big  farmer  at 
the  expense  of  the  family-sized  farm, 
which  is  the  backbone  of  America.  The 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.*  August 
H.  ANDRESEN  ]  mentioned  a  momeht  ago 
that  this  Congress  had  passed  the  oleo 
bill.  I  would  like"  to  say  that  the  Eight¬ 
ieth  Congress  also  passed  this  bill  in  the 
House,  and  when  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  August  H.  Andresen] 
tries  to  lay  the  blame  on  one  party,  he 
is  not  being  quite  fair,  because,  as  he 
well  knows,  I  voted  against  allowing  oleo 


to  be  sold  colored  and  voted  against  the 
oleo  bill  every  time  I  had  a  chance.  A 
few  minutes  ago  this  House  passed,  by 
a  vote  of  196  to  156,  a  conference  report 
which  will  increase  the  cost  of  the  cotton 
program  and  the  peanut  program  by  over 
$1,000,000,000.  I  was  very  happy  to  note 
that  most  of  the  Representatives  from 
Ohio  voted  against  this,  because  at  long 
last  the  Congressmen  from  Ohio  are  real¬ 
izing  that  every  time  we  add  another 
5,000,000  bales  of  cotton  to  the  surplus, 
as 'this  bill  would,  we  are  adding  nearly 
another  billion  dollars  in  taxes  on  our 
people.  The  kind  of  farm  program  which 
keeps  prices  high  makes  the  taxpayer 
pay  for  surpluses,  while  his  food  is  ex¬ 
tremely  high,  and  then  causes  the  sur¬ 
plus  to  be  lost  or  destroyed,  cannot  be 
justified,  in  my  opinion,  on  either  moral, 
economic,  or  political  grounds.  It  is  time 
that  the  farm  program  ceased  being  a 
political  football,  and  that  the  Congress 
quit  voting  for  or  against  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  on  the  basis  of  who  sponsors  it. 
What  this  country  needs  is  an  honestly 
conceived  farm  program  designed  to  keep 
the  farmer’s  purchasing  power  at  a  high 
level  while  guaranteeing  wide  distribu¬ 
tion  at  a  fair  price  of  his  products. 

I  believe  that  this  country  has  the  wis¬ 
dom  to  solve  this  problem,  but  not  by 
stopgap  legislation  of  this  kind.  I  will 
vote  for  this  program  with  great  reluc¬ 
tance  only  because  it  is  better  than  noth¬ 
ing  at  all. 

(Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 

PURCOLOl. 

Mr.  PURCOLO.  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
reference  to  the  remarks  made  by  the' 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe], 
I  think  his  attitude  of  wanting  to  know 
something  about  the  Brannan  plan  is 
extremely  commendable.  I  listened  to 
the  various  places  he  mentioned  where 
he  sought  information.  It  seems  to  me 
that  there  were  one  or  two  other  places 
where  he  could  have  sought  information. 

Judging  by  newspaper  editorials,  state¬ 
ments  by  columnists  and  radio  commen¬ 
tators,  we  must  assume  that  they  ap¬ 
parently  have  an  extremely  good  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  Brannan  plan  from  the  terms 
they  have  applied  to  it,  calling  it  a  mon¬ 
strosity,  atrocious- legislation,  and  so  on. 

With  the  sincerity  that  they  have,  the 
public  duty  and  the  public  trust  that 
they  have,  we  must  assume,  of  course, 
that  they  would  not  apply  such  terms 
without  having  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
details  of  the  Brannan  plan.  So  it  is 
possible  that  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Keefe]  may  be  able  to  as¬ 
certain  exactly  what  it  is  by  checking 
with  all  those  people  who  apply  such 
epithets  to  the  Brannan  plan. 

Even  if  no  one  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  knows  its  details,  even  if  no 
one  on  the  Agricultural  Committee 
knows,  even  if  no  one  in  Washington 
knows,  apparently  all  the  editorialists 
and  columnists  and  radio  commentators 
are  well  informed  about  it.  They  must 
at  least  claim  full  knowledge  because 
they  do  not  hesitate  to  describe  it  as  a 
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monstrosity  and  an  atrocity.  They  are 
not  keeping  faith  with  the  public  if  they 
so  describe  it  without  full  knowledge  of 
the  plan. 

So,  I  suggest  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  KeefeI  that  he  ask  them 
where  they  have  obtained  their  informa¬ 
tion  and  knowledge.  They  can  either 
explain  the  Brannan  plan  to  him  in  de¬ 
tail  or,  if  they  have  also  been  unable  to 
ascertain  what  it  is,  they  perhaps  can 
explain  the  basis  for  the  descriptive  epi¬ 
thets  they  have  applied  to  it. 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  she  may  desire  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Connecticut  [Mrs. 

WOODHOUSEl. 

(Mrs.  WOODHOUSE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks). 

Mrs.  WOODHOUSE.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  bill  before  us  to  increase  the  borrow¬ 
ing  power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  must  be  passed  if  CCC  is  to  have 
adequate  funds  for  the  discharge  of  the 
responsibilities  placed  upon  it  by  exist¬ 
ing  price- support  legislation.  I  was  not 
in  agreement  with  this  legislation  as  it 
passed  the  Congress  last  year.  Many  of 
the  problems  we  are  facing  might  not 
have  arisen  if  the  bill  reported  out  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  had 
been  accepted  rather  than  the  substi¬ 
tute.  But  that  is  history.  By  passing 
this  legislation  we  have  taken  on  a  moral 
commitment  to  certain  farmers,  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens,  and  it  behooves  us  to  pass 
H.  R.  6567  and  fulfill  these  commitments- 

I  shall  vote  for  this  bill,  at  the  same 
time  regretting  the  necessity  for  so  doing 
and  in  the  hope  that  before  too  long  we 
will  have  on  this  floor  legislation  which 
will  modernize  and  improve  our  agricul¬ 
tural  program.  In  any  new  legislation 
it  seems  only  fair  to  ask  that  agriculture 
in  Connecticut  receive  due  consideration. 
We  are  thought  of  as  a  purely  industrial 
area.  Our  agriculture  is  forgotten. 
True  in  volume  it  is  small  in  comparison 
with  the  volume  of  the  entire  country, 
but  to  us  it  is  an  important  factor  in 
our  economic  life. 

New  England  pays  a  very  heavy  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  Federal  taxes.  The  tea 
party  in  Boston  was  a  protest  against 
taxation  without  representation.  When 
I  consider  the  situation  of  the  poultry 
producer  and  dairymen  in  my  own  dis¬ 
trict  in  eastern  Connecticut,  I  wonder  if 
the  time  has  not  come  for  an  egg-and- 
milk  party  in  protest  to  the  treatment 
accorded  us  in  the  current  agricultural 
program. 

■  Our  egg,  chicken,  and  dairymen  are 
small  producers  in  relation  to  those  in 
other  sections  of  the  country.  They 
think  in  terms  of  human  food  and  are 
proud  of  the  high  quality  of  their  prod¬ 
uct.  They  do  not  want  subsidies.  They 
are  not  asking  for  price  supports.  They 
want  to  sell  their  products  in  the  open 
market  at  prices  the  city  consumer  can 
afford.  They  want  their  eggs,  milk,  and 
chicken  on  the  table  befoi'e  a  well-fed 
family  with  healthy  rosy-cheeked  chil¬ 
dren.  They  do  not  want  their  eggs  and 
milk  dried  and  stored. 

But  they  do  want  grain  at  a  price 
which  will  enable  them  to  sell  their 
products  and  still  make  a  decent  liviiig. 
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They  are  not  asking  to  get  rich.  If  they 
wanted  great  wealth  they  would  not 
continue  on  their  family-sized  farms. 
They  are  good,  substantial  citizens.  All 
they  want  is  fair  treatment  on  feed 
prices. 

The  situation  is  not  the  fault  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  In  April 
1939  the  Department  asked  for  certain 
legislative  authority  which  was  not 
granted.  As  an  illustration  of  the  de¬ 
teriorating  situation  the  egg-feed  ratio 
in  December  1945  was  15.5.  This  has 
declined  to  11.2  in  December  1949.  The 
same  trend  is  appearing  in  the  milk- 
feed  ratio.  Egg  and  milk  prices  are 
down.  Feed  prices,  due  to  high-level 
supports,  stay  up.  I  have  introduced  an 
amendment  which  would  remedy  this 
situation. 

In  brief,  the  time  has  come  wTien  we 
must  have  an  agricultural  support  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  not  only  give  the  nec¬ 
essary  backing  to  the  growers  of  basic 
commodities  but  which  will  be  com¬ 
pletely  just  to  the  family-sized  farm, 
which  will  consider  the  needs  of  the 
farmer-consumer  of  feed  such  as  the 
Connecticut  poultrymen  and  dairymen, 
and  which  will  let  food  find  its  way  into 
the  free  market  so  that  the  city  con¬ 
sumer  can  afford  to  purchase  it  in 
amounts  adequate  for  good  nutrition. 

I  am  certain  that  we  can  develop  such 
a  program  from  the  suggestions  which 
have  already  been  put  before  various 
committees  of  the  Congress.  We  should 
have  such  an  agricultural  program  on 
the  statute  books  before  this  Congress 
adjourns. 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr,  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  McKin¬ 
non]. 

Mr.  McKinnon.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McKINNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  our 
policy  of  farm  support  prices  has  obvi¬ 
ously  been  of  great  value  to  most  of  our 
farmers  and  to  our  national  economy  as 
a  whole.  I  have  supported  it  and  I  wish 
to  continue  to  support  it.  In  good  con¬ 
science,  however,  I  cannot  continue  my 
support  unless  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  Congress  as  a  whole  take 
steps  to  correct  inequities  which  are 
driving  California  poultry  and  egg  pro¬ 
ducers  into  bankruptcy. 

Price  of  feed  in  southern  California  is 
the  same  now  as  when  eggs  were  bring¬ 
ing  60  cents  a  dozen  wholesale.  Pres¬ 
ently  eggs  have  declined  to  39  cents  a 
dozen  for  large  grade  A  eggs  and  poultry 
prices  are  down  8  to  10  cents  a  pound. 
How  can  poultrymen  keep  going  under 
the  circumstances? 

The  following  news  story  from  the  San 
Diego  Daily  Journal  explains  the  critical 
condition: 

Feed  Costs,  Price  Drops  Peril  Egg  Market 

San  Diego  County  poultry  and  egg  pro¬ 
ducers  are  facing  a  flLnancial  crisis  which  only 
the  strongest  may  survive. 

This  was  brought  out  last  night  by  Ralph 
M.  Sexauer,  manager  of  the  San  Diego  Poul¬ 


try  Association,  at  a  meeting  of  agricultural 
leaders. 

Sexauer  said  the  Government’s  reduction 
of  support  prices  on  eggs  from  90  to  75  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  without  a  corresponding  cut 
in  feed  prices  has  sent  the  market  Into  a 
nose  dive. 

Since  December  1,  he  added,  retail  egg 
prices  have  dropped  22  percent.  This  equals 
a  cut  of  10  cents  a  dozen,  bringing  farmers’ 
returns  to  35  cents  a  dozen,  or  less  than 
cost  of  production. 

Housewives  in  San  Diego  now  pay  44  cents 
for  grade  AA  Midwest  eggs  and  52  cents  for 
grade  AA  locals. 

For  the  past  8  years  support  prices  have 
been  given  only  to  the  market  in  the  Mid¬ 
west,  which  has  90  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
production. 

The  effect,  however,  has  been  to  bolster 
prices  for  San  Diego  County  producers,  Sex¬ 
auer  pointed  out.  He  said  a  number  of  per¬ 
sons  have  gone  into  the  business  locally  in 
that  period,  many  Investing  their  entire 
capital. 

“Now,”  he  explained,  “only  the  best  capi¬ 
talized  and  most  efficient  operators  can  stay 
In  business.” 

As  an  example  of  dangers  facing  producers, 
he  cited  one  family  which  Invested  $24,000 
and  now  has  exhausted  all  capital  and 
credit. 

Publicity  given  the  Government-held  egg 
surplus  was  attributed  by  Sexauer  to  reduc¬ 
tion  of  the  support  price. 

The  Government  faces  -financial  loss  be¬ 
cause  of  its  deliberate  move  to  cut  egg  pro¬ 
duction,  Sexauer  said.  He  declared  many 
veterans  who  obtained  Federal  loans  to  enter 
the  business  probably  will  go  bankrupt. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  committee  take 
notice  of  this  distress  and  correct  it  im¬ 
mediately. 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Chris¬ 
topher]. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
disapproved  of  the  repeal  of  the  taxes 
on  oleomargarine  and  still  more  of  its 
being  sold  in  a  yellow  color  in  imitation 
of  butter.  I  fought  it  to  the  very  bitter 
end  and  voted  against  it  as  long  as  I  had 
an  opportunity  to  vote  against  it.  But  I 
do  want  to  remind  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  August  H.  Andresen],  who  repre¬ 
sents  a  farm  district,  that  even  though 
we  now  have  the  taxes  repealed  on  oleo¬ 
margarine,  butterfat  is  worth  approxi¬ 
mately  60  cents  a  pound  in  the  United 
States.  I  also  want  to  remind  him  that 
the  last  can  of  cream  I  sold  under  a 
Republican  administration,  the  butterfat 
in  it  brought  me  9  cents  a  pound,  which 
is  just  51  cents  a  pound  less  than  my 
butterfat  is  worth  today.  So  while  I 
need  relief  from  oleo,  I  cannot  go  to  the 
Republican  Party  and  hope  to  get  it  there. 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 


sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  6567,  with 
Mr.  Gore  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  12  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  but  one  ques¬ 
tion  involved  in  the  consideration  of  this 
bill  and  that  is  the  extension  of  the  bor¬ 
rowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  continue  the  support 
prices  on  agricultural  products  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  existing  law. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
was  organized  in  1933  when  we  were  in 
the  depths  of  the  depression.  There 
was  no  question  of  inflation  in  those 
days  because  the  dollar  had  a  high  pur¬ 
chasing  power.  The  great  trouble  was 
that  few  people  had  the  dollars. 

At  the  time  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  was  organized,  wheat  was 
selling  at  32  cents,  corn  wais  selling  at 
18  cents,  cotton  was  selling  at  4  cents- 
plus,  tobacco  was  selling  at  about  9  cents, 
milk  was  selling  at  $1  per  hundred¬ 
weight,  and  all  the  other  agricultural 
commodities  were  selling  at  comparable 
prices. 

Farming  is  the  great  basic  industry  of 
our  country.  We  are  more  dependent 
upon  the  farmer  than  on  any  other  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  society,  because  our  people 
must  be  fed.  Unless  we  can  keep  the 
farmer  on  the  land  we  will  not  be  fed. 
It  has  been  said  that  if  the  farms  were 
destroyed  grass  would  grow  in  the,  city 
streets,  and  that  is  true. 

I  have  always  contended  that  there  is 
no  real  difference  in  the  objectives  de¬ 
sired  to  be  achieved  by  the  people  of 
the  city  and  the  people  of  the  country. 
Prosperity  either  comes  to  America  and 
covers  it  like  a  blanket  or  depression 
falls  upon  all  of  our  people.  There  is 
no  argument  which  can  be  adduced  that 
the  people  of  the  city  should  take  one 
attitude  with  reference  to  legislation  and 
the  farmers  should  take  another.  The 
farmer  cannot  produce  for  the  market 
as  the  industrialist  can.  He  is  depend¬ 
ent  upon  the  changes  in  the  seasons, 
upon  pests  and  a  hundred  other  contin¬ 
gencies  which  may  destroy  or  may  in¬ 
crease  his  crop.  NotTieing  able  to  pro¬ 
duce  for  the  market,  a  device  was  found 
by  which  he  could  be  assured  of  a  rea¬ 
sonable  price  for  his  products.  This  is 
the  instrumentality  that  the  Government 
has  offered  to  the  farmer.  If  it  is  not 
perfect,  I  would  like  somebody  to  find  a 
better  method,  because  it  is  essential 
that  some  means  be  found  to  stabilize 
this  great  industry. 

Of  course,  we  do  find  some  weaknesses 
in  it.  The  only  means  by  which  prices 
may  be  maintained  is  by  loans  and  by 
purchases.  When  the  loans  are  made 
upon  perishable  commodities,  the  secu¬ 
rity  for  that  loan  soon  vanishes. 

When  purchases  are  made  the  thing 
that  has  been  purchased  loses  its  value. 
So,  in  some  instance*  it  is  difficult  to 
meet  the  conditions  which  present  them¬ 
selves.  But  you  can  see  what  has  been 
accomplished  for  the  farmers  of  Amer¬ 
ica  by  this  instrumentality. 

Since  the  time  of  its  inception  the 
farmer  has  been  reasonably  prosperous. 
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We  have  gotten  out  of  the  depression. 
At  that  time  all  the  banks  were  closed 
and  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Cor¬ 
poration  law  was  passed  which  gave  an 
assurance  to  the  people  that  their  money 
would  be  returned  to  them  if  financial 
disaster  came  to  the  organization  in 
which  they  deposited  their  money.  It 
gave  them  an  assurance,  and  it  gave  a 
stabilization  to  the  banks  of  America 
which  they  otherwise  would  not  have. 

So  this,  too,  gives  an  assurance  to  the 
farmers  and  a  stabilization  ta  his  in¬ 
dustry. 

I  think  it  is  absolutely  essential  as  a 
complement  of  that  that  the  people  en¬ 
gaged  in  labor  should  have  a  reason¬ 
able  wage  in  order  that  they  can  pay  the 
price  for  agricultural  products  which  it 
becomes  necessary  to  pay  by  reason  of 
this  support-price  program. 

Although  there  may  be  apprehension 
of  inflation,  I  think  we  are  in  a  very 
much  better  state  today  when  the  dollar 
does  not  purchase  so  much  but  when 
it  had  velocity  and  when  the  people 
have  the  dollars  rather  than  in  that  era 
of  depression  when  the  dollar  had  great 
purchasing  power  but  had  no  velocity 
and  few  people  had  enough  to  buy  the 
necessities  of  life. 

The  act  creating  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  was  a  great  constructive 
piece  of  legislation.  It  was  a  benefit  to 
a  certain  class,  the  producers  of  our  food. 

I  hope  no  amendments  will  be  offered 
to  this  bill  which  will  weaken  this  cor¬ 
poration  in  the  functions  which  it  was 
intended  to  perform.  I  know  in  every 
instance  when  an  organization  of  this 
kind  is  created  there  are  always  people 
dealing  with  it  who  desire  to  get  some 
advantage  for  themselves.  I  believe 
there  may  be  some  amendments  offered 
to  the  bill.^ 

I  want  you  to  remember,  if  you  repre¬ 
sent  an  agricultural  district,  and  to  keep 
in  mind,  the  interest  of  the' people  you 
represent  and  not  be  led  by  specious  ar¬ 
guments  that  there  are  other  segments 
of  society  that  have  a  greater  interest 
in  this  bill  than  the  people  for  whose 
benefit  it  was  drawn  up. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.*  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  note  from  the  re¬ 
port  that  the  estimated  amount  which 
the  Corporation  is  likely  to  need  for 
price  support  through  the  fiscal  year 

1951  amounts  to  $5,300,000,000  and 
the  amount  of  the  present  borrowing 
authority  of  the  Corporation  is  $4,750,- 
0000,000.  While  I  appreciate  that  the 
first  figure  is  subject  to  some  variation, 
does  not  the  gentleman  feel  that  the 
Corporation  would  have  ample  author¬ 
ity  to  handle  its  operations  under  the 
price  support  program  by  an  increase  of 
$1,000,000,000  rather  than  an  increase 
of  $2,000,000,000? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  The  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  said  in  order  to  carry  out  the 
program,  in  order  to  assure  the  farmers 
that  this  program  will  be  carried  out,  it 
was  essential  to  increase  the  borrowing 
capacity  by  $2,000,000,000. 

Of  course  if  there  is  no  necessity  for 
the  $2,000,000,000  he  will  not  have  to 
borrow  it. 


Mr.  KEATING.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  But  he  would  like  to 
be  able  to  give  the  assurance  to  the 
farmers  that  it  will  be  carried  out. 

The  present  borrowing  power  is  $4,- 
750,000,000.  The  outstanding  invest¬ 
ments  are  $2,703,000,000.  The  outstand¬ 
ing  obligations  are  $928,000,000.  This 
leaves  a  balance  of  $3,119,000,000.  These 
things  are  subject  to  contingencies  in  the 
variation  of  crops,  which  no  man  can 
foresee.  If  we  are  going  to  have  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  give  assurance  to  the 
farmer  we  must  have  sufficient  funds  to 
carry  out  the  program. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  It  does  not 
make  any  difference  whether  it  is  one 
billion,  or  two  billion,  this  Congress  has 
passed  a  law  known  as  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  If  it  takes  one  billion  to  carry 
it  out  the  Department  will  not  need 
more,  but  if  it  takes  two  billions  to 
carry  it  out,  then  half  that  sum  is  not 
sufficient. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  That  is  a 
scarecrow  that  is  being  ^set  up  there. 
The  extra  money  cannot  iJe  spent  unless 
it  is  needed,  but  if  it  is  needed  then  it 
will  be  there.  We  have  solemnly  said 
that  this  was  a  program  we  were  going  to 
carry  out  by  loans.  No  person  can  tell 
at  this  time  how  much  the  farmers  will 
borrow.  Some  farmers  may  borrow 
.none  whatever;  other  farmers  may  bor¬ 
row  in  varying  amounts.  It  should  be 
borne  in  mind  that  although  the  money 
is  available  it  cannot  be  wasted,  for  it 
cannot  be  used  except  to  carry  out  the 
program  ordered  by  the  Congress  last 
fall. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
cline  to  yield  for  the  moment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  feeding  the  American 
people  is  not  a  partisan  question,  and 
there  ought  to  be  no  partisanship  about 
it.  In  the  Eightieth  Congress  the  func¬ 
tions  of  this  organization  were  so  weak¬ 
ened  that  they  could  not  carry  out  the 
support  price  because  they  did  not  have 
the  authority  to  acquire  the  storage  ca¬ 
pacity  for  the  commodities.  I  hope  that 
we  may  pass  this  bill  so  that  the  func¬ 
tions  of  this  organization  will  not  be 
weakened  and  diminished  and  that  it 
may  carry  out  tq  the  fullest  extent  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  organized. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  at  that  point?  ^ 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Of  course,  under  the 
very  figures  which  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  himself  has  given  us,  if  we  were 
to  increase  the  borrowing  capacity  by 
$1,000,000,000,  there  would  still  be  a  lee¬ 
way  of  several  hundred  millions  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  have. 
Why  increase  it  to  make  it  one  billion 
several  hundred  millions  instead  of  sev¬ 
eral  hundred  millions? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Because  of  the  very  na¬ 
ture  of  agriculture  and  the  absolute 
impossibility  of  knowing  in  advance  the 
extent  of  the  crops.  The  Secretary  has 
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said — and  I  believe  he  presented  very 
good  arguments  to  the  committee— that 
in  order  to  be  safe  to  carry  out  his  pro¬ 
gram  he  needed  $2,000,000,000,  but  that 
he  might  not  have  to  use  the  full  amount; 
that  if  he  did  not  need  it,  he  would  not 
use  it.  I  hope  you  will  sustain  him. 
Why  not  give  him  the  wherewithal  to 
assure  the  farmers  of  America  that  the 
program  will  be  carried  out  and  that  the 
promises  made  to  them  will  be  kept? 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
25  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Cole]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Obviously  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present.  The  Clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 


[Roll  No.  112] 


Baring 

Hall, 

Peterson 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Leonard  W. 

Plumley 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Harvey 

Potter 

Bentsen 

Heberi 

Powell 

Boggs,  La. 

Hill 

Rains 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hlnshaw 

Ramsay 

Buckley,  N.  Y. 

Hoflman,  Ill. 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Bulwinkle 

Hoflfman,  Mich. 

Riehlman 

Burdick 

Holifleld 

Rivers 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Irving 

Sabath 

Carlyle 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Sadowskl 

Cavalcante 

Jonas 

Saylor 

Celler 

Jones,  Mo. 

Scott,  Hardle 

Chatham 

Kennedy 

Shafer 

Chlperfield 

Kruse 

Sheppard 

ChudofF 

Llchten  waiter 

Short 

Clemente 

Lucas 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Cox 

Lyle 

Smathers 

Crawford 

Macy 

Smith,  Ohio 

Curtis 

Miles 

Smith,  Va. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Monroney 

Thomas 

Douglas 

Morrison 

Towe 

Doyle 

Morton 

Wadsworth’ 

Engle,  Calif. 

Multer 

Whitaker 

Fisher 

Murphy 

White,  Idaho 

Fugate 

Nixon 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Gilmer 

Norton 

Withrow 

Granger 

O'Neill 

Worley 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Gore,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
H.  R.  6567,  and  finding  itself  without  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  334  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submit¬ 
ted  herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees 
to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  is  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man — 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  heard  the  gentleman’s 
statement  yesterday  that  he  was  from 
a  rural  region.  I  must  confess  that  I 
am  a  city  boy  myself,  and  the  only  thing 
that  grows  in  my  district  is  children, 
so  that  try  as  I  may  to  understand  the 
present  farm  program,  more  and  more 
I  feel  like  Alice  in  Wonderland.  I,  too, 
feel  that  I  am  wandering  through  a  won¬ 
derland  of  amazing,  tremendous  figures. 
Upon  looking  through  the  report  ac- 
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companying  this  bill  the  multiplication 
of  the  figures,  reminds  me  of  the  won¬ 
derful  rabbit  of  Alice  in  Wonderland,  the 
Mad  Hatter.  I  should  like  particularly 
to  draw  the  attention  of  the  gentleman 
to  page  4  of  the  report  in  which  it  is 
pointed  out  that  a  number  of  indi¬ 
viduals — individuals — have  received  at 
least  half  a  million  dollars  under  the 
price-support  program.  In  conversation 
with  other  Members  I  am  given  to  un¬ 
derstand  that  some  individuals  have 
even  received  as  much  as  a  million  dol¬ 
lars  in  a  single  year  imder  this  program. 
If  this  be  true,  is  this  farm-price  support 
program  a  program  for  the  few  or  a 
program  for  the  many?  I  notice  here 
also  that  the  report  states  that  it  is  the 
purpose  of  the  committee  to  follow  up 
this  proposition.  What  does  the  com¬ 
mittee  propose  to  do  about  it? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  This  price-sup- 
port  program,  of  course,  is  a  program  for 
the  many.  The  problem  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  raises,  quite  truthfully,  is  a  very 
perplexing  one  in  connection  with  tre¬ 
mendous  payments  made  to  certain  in¬ 
dividuals.  Five  hundred  thousand  dol¬ 
lar  payments  have  been  made  to  some  in¬ 
dividual  farmers  cooperating  under  the 
program.  An  attempt  was  made  in  the 
committee  to  determine  how  many  re¬ 
ceived  such  payments ;  request  was  made 
that  the  committee  be  furnished  a  list 
of  those  receiving  them.  We  were  told 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  it 
would  be  impossible  to  divulge  the  names 
of  the  people  who  received  the  large 
amounts,  but  that  probably  a  list  would 
be  submitted.  I  remember  that  our 
ranking  Member,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Wolcott]  informed  me  that 
he  was  later  advised  that  it  was  impos¬ 
sible  for  the  Department  to  furnish  even 
a  list  of  the  number  of  people  receiving 
those  great  payments. 

I  believe  that  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  good  program,  although  these 
large  payments  raise  important  issues 
and  that  it  should  be  investigated  fur¬ 
ther  not  only  by  our  committee  but  also 
by  the  great  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

If  I  may  proceed  now  without  inter¬ 
ruption,  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  House  to  an  interesting  and  impor¬ 
tant  problem  with  respect  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  I  intend  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  charter  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  which 
will  raise  the  issue  about  which  I  desire 
to  speak  this  afternoon.  This  amend¬ 
ment  has  to  do  with  the  authorization 
and  power  of  the  Corporation  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  its  operation  of  the  price-sup¬ 
port  program  as  it  affects  the  grain 
trade. 

Mr.  Chairman,  an  interesting  thing 
about  my  amendment  is  that  the  objec¬ 
tive  sought  is  wanted  by  everyone; 
everyone  admits  that  is  a  proper  objec¬ 
tive.  The  amendment  seeks  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from 
supplanting  private  business,  and  farm¬ 
ers  cooperatives.  That  the  small-busi¬ 
ness  men  and  farmers  in  the  grain  trades 
be  not  supplanted,  and  not  put  out  of 
business.  Everyone  is  agreed  that  this 
objective  is  proper.  The  only  question 
involved  is  how  the  objective  may  be  at¬ 
tained. 


In  pointing  out  this  problem  I  wish  to 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  title  II 
of  the  Research  and  Marketing  Act  of 
1946,  the  Seventy-ninth  Congress  de¬ 
clared  its  policy  to  be  as  follows,  and  I._ 
quote ; 

A  sound,  e£Bcient,  and  privately  operated 
system  for  distributing  and  marketing  agri¬ 
cultural  products  is  essential  to  a  prosper¬ 
ous  agriculture  and  is  Indispensable  to  the 
maintenance  of  full  employment  and  to  the 
welfare,  prosperity,  and  health  of  the  Nation. 

Later,  the  Congress  passed  the  charter 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
which  provides  in  section  5  that  that 
Corporation  shall  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  practicable  consistent  with  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  Corporation’s  purpose 
and  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct 
of  its  business  utilize  the  usual  and  cus¬ 
tomary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrange¬ 
ments  of  trade  and  commerce.  That 
charter  was  amended  in  1949,  and  the 
same  policy  was  expressly  reaffirmed. 

It  said; 

Nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  (h) 
shall  limit  the  duty  of  the  Corporation,  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable  consistent 
with  the  fulfillment  of  the  Corporation’s' 
purposes  and  the  effective  and  efficient  con¬ 
duct  of  its  business,  to  utilize  the  usual  and 
customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrange¬ 
ments  of  trade  and  commerce  in  the  ware¬ 
housing  of  commodities. 

When  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Bran- 
nan  was  before  the  committee,  I  asked 
him: 

Do  I  understand  the  Department  has  taken 
the  position  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  does  not  want  in  any  way  either  to 
compete  with  or  supplant  private  Industry 
in  the  grain-storage  business? 

The  Secretary  answered: 

That  is  entirely  correct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  want  to  call  your 
attention  to  the  attitude  of  some  of  the 
great  farm  organizations  in  respect  to 
this  particular  problem.  Before  I  do  so, 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  am  discussing  today  will 
not  be  directed  at  the  storage  or  the 
warehousing  problem.  It  has  to  do 
solely  with  the  grain-trade  problem. 

Mr.  Sanders,  of  the  National  Grange, 
appeared  before  our  committee  and  testi¬ 
fied.  His  evidence  is  shown  on  page  88 
of  the  hearings,  where  he  stated: 

Witness  the  present  shameful  waste  of’ 
potatoes,  dried  eggs,  and  milk.  Yet  these 
current  acute  problems  are  but  a  drop  in 
the  bucket  to  what  confronts  us  if  we  are 
facing  a  general  and  marked  decline  of  farm 
prices,  and  if  we  continue  our  main  or  almost 
sole  reliance  on  the  CCC  type  of  implementa¬ 
tion  of  a  farm  program. 

Let  us  see  where  this  type  of  a  program 
is  at  fault.  In  the  first  place,  it  tends  to 
take  large  parts  of  the  distribution  of  farm 
products  out  of  private  industry’s  hands  and 
the  hands  of  farmers’  cooperatives  and  con¬ 
centrates  it  in  the  hands  of  bureaucratic 
Government  agencies. 

Mr.  TALLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  TALLE.  Inasmuch  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  has  referred  to  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Sanders,  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Grange,  an  excellent  witness,  I 
may  say,  and  also  inasmuch  as  the  ma¬ 


jority  leader  has  on  two  diffei’ent  occa¬ 
sions,  yesterday  and  today,  suggested 
that  farm  legislation  should  be  taken  out 
of  politics,  I  think  it  is  proper  to  refer 
to  page  91  of  the  hearings  on  this  bill. 
In  reply  to  questions  put  by  me  to  Mr. 
Sanders,  he  expressed  the  hope,  and  I 
agree  with  him,  that  an  advisory  coun¬ 
cil  might  be  set  up  for  agriculture  com¬ 
parable  to  that  which  we  have  had  since 
1913  in  the  Federal  Reserve  System.  I 
think  Members  of  Congress  might  like 
to  turn  to  page  91  and  following  to  note 
the  attitude  of  the  National  Grange  in 
connection  with  taking  politics  out  of 
farm  legislation. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  . 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I,  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  about  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  may  say  that 
the  amendment  in  the  minority  views  is 
not  the  one  I  am  going  to  submit.  I 
have  changed  it  somewhat.  It  is  di¬ 
rected  at  the  same  purpose,  but  it  is  a 
little  different. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  the  gentleman  submitted  this 
amendment  which  was  voted  down.  We 
asked  the  gentleman  to  incorporate  his 
idea  in  the  report.  It  was  understood 
that  the  gentleman  was  right  and  my 
understanding  is  that  the  gentleman  did 
do  that  and  the  same  is  now  in  the  re¬ 
port.  That  is  what  I  want  to  under¬ 
stand  about  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  was  consulted. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Did  not  the 
gentleman  tell  me  day  before  yesterday 
that  he  was  satisfied? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  No;  I  think 'the 
gentleman  must  have  misunderstood  me 
about  that  matter.  I  was  satisfied  that 
the  report  on  this  subject  was  excellent 
considering  that  the  majority  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  agree  with  me.  If  the 
gentleman  understood  me  to  the  con¬ 
trary,  I  apologize.  I  never  felt  that  the 
mere  inclusion  of  that  statement  in  the 
report  would  do  the  job.  I  never  felt 
that  way  and  I  am  sorry  the  gentleman 
did  not  understand  me. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Did  not  the 
gentleman  write  this  positive  report? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  No,  I  did  not. 
It  was  submitted  to  me  before  the  report 
went  in.  I  said  that  it  is  the  best  the 
committee  would  do  under  the  circum¬ 
stances.  It  does  not  agree  with  my  par¬ 
ticular  attitude  toward  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Did  not  the 
gentleman  say  he  thought  we  could  get 
together,  perhaps  he  and  some  other 
members  of  the  committee  could  get  to¬ 
gether,  and  put  it  in  the  report  and  that 
would  be  satisfactory? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  The  gentleman 
and  I  were  on  a  different  plane.  I  was 
talking  about  getting  the  best  possible 
report  in  view  of  the  committee’s  atti¬ 
tude  in  turning  down  my  amendment, 
but  I  did  not  foreclose  myself  from  of¬ 
fering  the  amendment. 
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Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  The  gentle¬ 
man  did  not  say  he  thought  it  would  be 
satisfactory  to  put  it  in  the  report? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  No;  not  so  far 
as  my  attitude  was  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  read  a  resolu¬ 
tion  adopted  by  the  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration  in  connection  with  this  particu¬ 
lar  problem.  It  appears  on  page  79  of 
the  hearings,  as  follows: 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  one 
of  the  key  agencies  through  which  our  farm 
programs  are  made  effective.  If  this  agency 
is  to  carry  out  the  price-support  policies 
which  have  been  enacted  into  law,  it  must 
have  adequate  funds. 

Recent  action  by  the  Commodiity  Credit 
Corporation  indicates  an  apparent  disphsi- 
tion  on  the  part  of  that  agency  to  enter 
more  and  more  into  the  actual  marketing 
of  agricultural  commodities.  This  is  con¬ 
trary  to  the  long-established  policy  of  our 
Government  to  utilize  normal  channels  of 
trade,  and  to  encourage  cooperative  market¬ 
ing  and  other  self-help  programs. 

We  urge  that  Congress  examine  carefully 
current  Government  policies  in  this  connec¬ 
tion  and  take  such  action  as  is  necessary 
to  reduce  direct  Government  action  in  this 
field  to  a  minimum. 

Here  is  one  other  resolution  by  the 
National  Council  of  Farm  Cooperatives, 
which  was  enacted  January  9-12,  1950: 

We  are  convinced  after  careful  study  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  through  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  steadily 
invading  the  field  of  farm  marketing  to  an 
extent  where  the  best  interests  of  American 
agriculture  are  in  jeopardy. 

We  have  come  reluctantly  to  this  con¬ 
clusion.  We  feel  further  that  this  develop¬ 
ment  does  not  follow  the  conscious  design 
or  Intent  of  the  President,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  or  of  Congress. 

Farmers  and  consumers  will  not  gain  by 
the  substitution  of  programs  of  action  by 
the  Government  for  the  exercise  of  free-en¬ 
terprise  activity  by  Individuals,  partnerships, 
corporations,  and  by  farmers  themselves 
through  their  cooperative  marketing  associa¬ 
tions.  Instead,  such  activity  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  lead  to  inefficiency,  high  costs,  and 
abuse. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  correct  this 
situation  I  have  an  amendment  which  I 
desire  to  present  to  the  committee  at  the 
proper  time.  This  amendment  reads  as 
follows: 

Sec.  — .  The  last  paragraph  of  section  6 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Char¬ 
ter  Act  (Public  Law  806,  80th  Cong.)  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

‘Tt  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  corporation 
In  the  handling  and  disposition  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  which  it  has  acquired 
(except  disposition  to  other  Government 
agencies)  to  utilize  the  usual  and  custom¬ 
ary  channels  of  trade  and  commerce,  includ¬ 
ing  the  employment  of  dealers  and  com¬ 
mission  merchants  for  such  services  as  are 
ordinarily  performed  for  hire  in  the  course 
of  private  commercial  handling  and  dis¬ 
position  of  like  commodities;  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  nothing  contained  in  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  change  or  impair  any  of  the 
powers  of  the  corporation  as  provided  else¬ 
where  in  this  act.” 

Mr.  TALLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  TALLE.  In  connection  with  the 
able  statement  that  is  now  being  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas,  I  think 
it  would  be  appropriate  to  refer  to  the 


hearings  on  page  163,  where  an  explana¬ 
tion  is  made  by  a  witness  who  showed, 
step  by  step,  the  services  that  are  per¬ 
formed  by  the  regular  trade.  In  his 
statement  he  noted  16  steps,  and  these 
are  services  that  have  grown  out  of  ex¬ 
perience  over  more  than  a  century. 

Now,  one  of  the  complaints  against  the 
administration  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  that  long  delays  occur. 
For  instance,  a  leaky  car  might  mean 
that  wheat  would  run  out  of  the  car  be¬ 
fore  there  would  be  any  opportunity  for 
the  person  who  shipped  the  grain  to  re¬ 
cover  from  the  railroad.  It  is  clear  from 
the  testimony  that  as  much  as  10  months 
may  elapse  before  any  settlement  what¬ 
ever  is  made  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  These  16  steps  that  I  refer 
to  are  performed  in  3  or  4  days  by  the 
regular  trade  after  the  car  is  on  the 
tracks.  Therefore,  we  should  take  into 
account  that  it  is  not  a  matter  of  mere 
selfishness  on  the  part  of  the  trade  that 
they  ask  a  chance  to  carry  on  their  busi¬ 
ness.  It  is  a  matter  of  efficient  handling, 
and  a  price  is  paid  to  people  who  know 
how  to  do  these  things  eflQciently  and 
promptly.  I  want  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  succeed.  I  have  always 
supported  it,  and  I  support  it  now,  and 
I  support  this  bill,  but  I  want  it  to  ad¬ 
minister  its  affairs  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  earn  the  respect  and  the  support  of 
every  Member  of  this  Chamber,  and  I 
am  sure  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
agrees  with  me. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  thank  the 
gentleman;  I  agree  with  him  heartily. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment,  as  I 
have  said,  is  agreed  to  by  everyone,  and 
that  purpose  is  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  shall  not  supplant 
private  business.  It  affects  the  small- 
business  men  all  over  the  country.  Those 
men  are  not  just  grain  merchants.  They 
are  the  small-business  men  and  farmers 
in  the  South,  the  far  West,  who  deal  with 
wool,  cotton,  and  prunes,  with  peanuts. 
They  are  the  backbone  of  agriculture, 
because  they  have,  for  100  years,  been 
serving  the  farmer. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  Commodity 
Cfi-edit  Coi’poration  supplants  these  men 
who  are  already  in  the  business  of  stor¬ 
ing  these  agricultural  products,  is  there 
anybody  who  will  work  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  without  re¬ 
ceiving  compensation? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  a  very  interesting  point. 

In  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  today,  I  under¬ 
stand  there  are  300  employees  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  What 
are  they  doing?  Those  300  employees 
largely  are  doing  the  very  same  job  that 
these  private,  small-business  men  would 
be  able  to  do  it  if  we  permitted  them  to 
do  it. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Do  they  do  it  for  any 
less  pay  than  do  the  employees  of  the 
private  enterprises? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  They  do  not  do 
it  for  less  pay,  may  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man.  It  costs  about  the  same  amount 
of  money.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think 
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private  industry  can  do  it  more  cheaply, 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  do 
not  have  any  answer  to  that.  They  can¬ 
not  say  that  it  could  not  be  done  any 
cheaper. 

One  other  thing,  however,  is  that  they 
do  it  in  an  inefficient  manner.  To  do  it 
efficiently  would  double  their  staff.  All 
the  Members  of  Congress  who  have  had 
anything  to  do  with  grain  or  the  storage 
of  grain  or  the  disposition  and  handling 
of  grain  know  that  the  shippers  of  grain 
who  have  been  attempting  to  deal  with 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  have 
found  that  it  now  takes  from  6  months  to 
9  months  before  they  can  finally  get  their 
check  to  be  paid  off  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  It  requires  6  to  9 
months  for  settlement  of  case  after  case 
of  grain  shipped  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

The  industry,  may  I  say,  will  pay  the 
shipper  80  percent  of  the  value  of  the 
grain  as  soon  as  it  receives  notice  of  the 
fact  that  the  grain  has  been  shipped, 
and  within  a  week  after  that  the  shipper 
will  have  his  entire  amount.  All  of  us 
who  have  had  anything  to  do  with  the 
situation  know  that  the  CCC  has  been 
painfully  slow  in  settlement  of  these 
^ccourit;S 

Ml’.  JENNINGS.  So  that  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  if  adopted  will  afford 
facilities  for  the  handling  of  these  grains 
or  other  commodities  at  a  lower  price 
than  if  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  did  it? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Right. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Of  course  the  operations 
in  1948  were  heavier  than  they  had  been 
for  many  years  because  we  did  not  have 
such  surpluses  previously.  I  have  here 
a  letter  written  by  the  Deputy  Adminis¬ 
trator,  who  states: 

In  the  Minneapolis  area  It  was  necessary 
to  obtain  additional  equipment  and  to  hire 
a  substantial  number  of  clerks.  This  In¬ 
volved  training  of  new  employees  and  a  con¬ 
siderable  amount  of  shifting  of  experienced 
employees  into  new  duties  and  responsibili¬ 
ties.  It  was  also  necessary  to  move  the  en¬ 
tire  office  to  a  new  location  because  of 
crowded  quarters. 

Here  was  the  grain  trade  that  knew 
every  step  from  the  time  the  grain  was 
hauled  into  the  elevator  up  in  North  Da¬ 
kota  until  it  landed  in  a  car  at  the  ter¬ 
minal  in  Minneapolis,  but  would  they  use 
those  people?  No.  They  admit  they 
took  weeks  and  months  training  new 
people  and  moving  to  a  new  office,  build¬ 
ing  up  a  bureaucracy,  while  the  country 
elevators  waited  6  months  or  a  year  to 
find  out  whether  their  grain  had  ever 
been  delivered  or  whether  the  quantity 
was  right  or,  if  they  changed  the  grade 
when  it  was  received  from  what  it  had 
been  taken  in  at  in  North  Dakota,  what 
kind  of  allowance  or  adjustment  was  go¬ 
ing  to  be  made.  They  simply  cannot  do 
business  under  those  circumstances,  not 
only  the  trade  people  at  the  terminals 
but  the  country  elevator  man  who  ships 
the  grain  in  and  has  his  money  invested 
in  it.  It  is  just  disgraceful  that  they 
would  not  use  the  trade. 
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I  commend  the  gentleman  on  his 
amendment.  I  wish  it  were  even 
stronger,  not  because  I  want  to  take  care 
of  particular  interests  but  because  we 
want  this  program  handled  in  the  most 
eiBcient  and  economical  manner  pos¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  To  analyze 
what  I  am  talking  about  when  I  say  we 
want  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
to  use  the  usual  and  customary  chan¬ 
nels  of  trade  and  commerce,  I  want  to 
give  one  illustration. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  as 
you  know,  has  great  stores  of  all  kinds 
of  commodities.  There  is  a  difference 
between  the  wholesaling  and  retailing  of 
those  commodities. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
having  these  commodities  in  storage 
could  wholesale  them  at  a  price  which 
would  be  less  than  if  they  retailed  them. 
In  the  usual  channels  of  trade  these 
small-business  men  and  farmers  who 
want  to  deal  with  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  could  go  to  the  corporation 
and  bid  on  round  numbers  of  millions  of 
bushels  of  grain,  for  instance,  and  thus 
channel  that  grain  out  to  the  trade,  do¬ 
ing  the  same  job  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  would  do  at  a  less 
price.  They  would  maintain  the  tradi¬ 
tional,  correct,  and  normal  channels  of 

t«I*3i'd6 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Ml’.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Ml’.  WHITE  of  California.  With  ref¬ 
erence  to  these  complaints  which  the 
gentleman  has  apparently  heard  about 
the  delay  in  the  handling  of  the  com¬ 
modities  with  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  are  they  with  reference  to 
the  loan  program  or  the  purchase 
program? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  am  sorry,  I 
cannot  tell  you  which.  I  would  say  it  is 
in  connection  with  the  purchase  pro¬ 
gram,  but  I  do  not  know.  All  I  know, 
sir,  is  that  it  may  be  in  connection  with 
the  purchase  program,  but  it  could  be 
in  the  other.  The  thing  about  it  is  when 
the  shipper  moves  his  commodity,  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  wheth¬ 
er  it  is  a  loan  or  a  purchase  program, 
they  now  channel  it  through  a  shipper. 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  de¬ 
lays  in  its  grading  and  in  its  clearing  of 
the  weights,  and  so  on,  and  takes  such  a 
length  of  time  in  its  paper  work.  I  think 
perhaps  it  is  in  both  programs.  I  am 
not  sure,  however. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  I  want  to 
say  to  the  gentleman,  if  he  thinks  it  is 
in  the  loan  program,  if  it  is  anything  at 
all  like  cotton,  that  can  be  done  by  the 
local  bank.  A  loan  can  be  made  at  any 
local  bank  and  cleared  right  away. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  No;  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  I  are  talking  about  two  dif¬ 
ferent  things.  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  farmer.  I  am  discussing  the  grain 
trade. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  But  the 
loan  program  is  the  bulk  of  the  handling. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  In  support  of  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 


sas,  I  want  to  say  that  practically  all  of 
our  operators  have  put  up  a  terrific  howl 
about  the  treatment  they  have  received 
at  the  hands  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  I  am  very  happy  to  join 
with  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  amendment  he  is  going  to 
offer. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YATES.  What  about  the  cost 
of  the  program,  if  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  is  adopted?  As  I  understand 
it,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
will  then  have  to  pay  fees  to  brokerage 
firms  which  it  does  not  have  to  pay  at 
the  present  time.'  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Yes;  that  is 
true. 

Mr.  YATES.  Will  not  the  additional 
cost  of  those  fees,  multiplied  by  the  num¬ 
ber  of  commodity  transactions  through¬ 
out  the  country  mount  up  to  an  addi¬ 
tional  staggering  sum,  additional  to  the 
amounts  now  paid  by  our  Government 
under  the  present  farm  program? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  asked  a  very  good  question, 
and  the  question  should  be  answered.  It 
is  my  judgment  it  would  not,  for  this 
reason:  First,  I  understand  that  these 
fees  are  very  low.  Secondly,  I  think,  as 
was  pointed  out  here  a  moment  ago,  that 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  must 
do  exactly  the  same  things  within  the 
Corporation.  They  must  employ  people 
to  do  it.  They  must  have  the  same 
paper  work.  It  is  my  judgment,  at  least, 
that  it  would  not  cost  any  more,  and 
frankly  I  do  not  think  it  would  cost  quite 
as  much. 

Mr.  YATES.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  may  I  ask  has  the  gentle¬ 
man,  whether  he  has  made  or  whether 
the  committee,  in  furtherance  of  the 
gentleman’s  amendment,  has  made  any 
determination  of  the  number  of  transac¬ 
tions  upon  which  such  brokerage  fees 
would  have  to  be  paid?  Would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  know  anything  about  the  prob¬ 
able  cost  of  his  amendment? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  No.  However, 
the  CCC  has  no  figures  to  the  contrary. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Sometimes  they  have  a 
thousand  cars  on  the  track  in  1  day  in 
my  own  grain-terminal  markets,  so  that 
gives  you  an  idea  of  the  amount  of  paper 
work  involved. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  The  gentleman  men¬ 
tioned  Mr.  Sanders’  testimony.  He  will 
recall  that  Mr.  Sanders  testified  he  had 
observed  ihe  operations  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  for  17  years,  and 
he  could  not  specify  one  criticism  that 
was  justified  against  the  Corporation 
during  all  that  time,  and  I  interrogated 
him  closely. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  But  he  did  say 
there  were  criticisms. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  B'ut  he  could  not 
specify  where  they  were  justified. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  He  wanted  to 
be  nice  about  it,  may  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 


man  from  Texas.  I,  however,  do  not 
want  to  be  quite  that  nice.  I  will  say 
there  was  a  definite  political  criticism  of 
the  operation  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  by  reason  of  the  misrepre¬ 
sentations  which  occurred  in  the  election 
of  1948  when  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  attempted  to  use,  and  did  use  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  political 
purposes  in  order  to  win  an  election  for 
President  Truman. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  think  the  gentleman 
is  using  very  strong  language  which  can¬ 
not  be  borne  out  by  the  facts. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  still  say  it  is 
true. 

(Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  tl  c  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Patman]. 

middleman’s  middleman 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you 
will  take  the  printed  hearings  on  this 
bill  and  refer  to  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Sanders,  mentioned  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  you  will  notice 
on  page  94 — and  I  say  that  Mr.  Sanders 
wanted  to  leave  the  impression  that 
there  was  something  wrong  about 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  I 
pressed  him  and  urged  him  to  name  just 
one  thing  specifically,  one  thing  that 
was  a  deserving  criticism  against  the 
Corporation  over  a  period  of  17  years 
and  he  could  not  name  one.  Read  the 
testimony  for  yourselves. 

This  amendment  is  a  middleman 
amendment.  We  are  supposed  to  be 
legislating  here  for  the  farmers  and  in 
the  interest  of  the  farmers,  but  some 
Members  seem  to  be  overlooking  the 
farmers’  interest  and  thinking  about  the 
middleman’s  middleman. 

This  bill  would  put  the  administration 
of  this  act  in  a  strait- jacket;  it  will  fun¬ 
nel  everything  through  the  middleman’s 
middleman.  They  will  be  the  only  ones 
who  will  handle  it.  We  are  forgetting 
the  farmer  in  talking  about  him;  we  are 
adding  additional  charges  on  his  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  says  that  this  bill  would  do  it; 
he  means  this  particular  amendment 
would  do  it. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  mean  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his 
contribution.  This  is  a  law  for  the 
farmers,  not  for  the  middlemen  or  for 
the  middleman’s  middleman. 

The  gentleman  mentioned  Kansas 
City.  If  this  amendment  had  been  the 
law  last  year,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  Kansas  City,  the  city 
mentioned  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  handled  30,000,000 
bushels  of  grain  last  year.  If  this 
amendment  had  been  the  law,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  would  have 
had  to  pay  $450,000  on  the  Corporation’s 
own  grain  that  they  had  handled  for 
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themselves,  paying  the  cost.  That  in¬ 
creases  their  budget,  increases  our  defi¬ 
cit;  and,  remember,  that  the  Kansas 
City  office  handles  lots  of  things;  the 
transactions  of  that  office  involve  a 
number  of  commodities  and  multiplied 
tens  of  millions  of  dollars  each  year. 
The  entire  cost  of  the  Kansas  City  office 
last  year  was  only  $425,000,  but  with  the 
movement  of  this  one  single  grain  trans¬ 
action  it  would  have  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  $450,000  without  counting  any  of 
the  other  transactions. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  On  what  does 
the  gentleman  base  his  $450,000  figure? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  On  1  Vz  cents  a  bushei, 
the  ordinary  and  customary  rates,  I  un¬ 
derstand,  for  the  handling  of  this  grain. 
That  is  what  the  Government  would 
have  to  pay  these  commission  men  for 
handling  the  Corporation’s  own  grain. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Why,  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  would  do  that. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  say  in  the 
handling  and  disposition  of  this  that  the 
illustration  I  gave,  if  the  gentleman  will 
bear  with  me,  was,  for  instance,  the  per¬ 
mission  of  the  grain  trade  to  go  into  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  buy, 
in  round  numbers,  a  million  bushels  of 
grain,  shall  we  say,  and  then  channel  it 
out.  I  am  not  asking  that  they  handle 
the  grain  owned  by  the  Corporation. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  cannot  yield  further; 
I  have  but  limited  time.  I  believe  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  would  include 
the  Corporation’s  own  grain.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  says  that  an 
amendment  like  this  would  provide  the 
enemies  of  farm  price  support  with 
means  of  completely  wrecking  the  pro¬ 
gram.  In  other  words,  we  are  forgetting 
the  farmer,  the  fellow  we  are  trying  to 
help,  and  going  out  to  help  the  middle¬ 
man  and  guarantee  him  a  profit.  It 
would  place  not  only  the  farmer  but  also 
the  Corporation  completely  at  the  mercy 
of  the  grain  trade  with  respect  to  all 
price-support  operations  in  grain,  but  it 
would  also  have  a  grave  effect  on  all 
other  purchasing  and  selling  operations 
of  the  Corporation.  Here  are  some  of 
the  effects  as  stated  by  Secretary  Bran- 
nan: 

1.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
could  not  purchase  commodities  direct  from 
producers  in  carrying  out  its  price-support 
program  or  for  any  other  purpose  chan¬ 
neling  out  through  the  middleman  or  the 
middleman’s  middleman. 

2.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
could  not  accept  deliveries  of  commodities 
direct  from  producers. 

3.  It  could  not  operate  its  own  grain  bins 
or  storage  facilities  even  on  an  emergency 
basis;  and  the  farmers,  again,  would  not  be 
able  to  obtain  storage  for  their  crops.  Surely 
you  do  not  want  to  repeat  that  again  in 
1951,  but  that  is  what  the  suggested  amend¬ 
ment  would  do. 

4.  The  Corporation  could  not  sell  com¬ 
modities  direct  to  users  or  to  foreign  gov¬ 
ernments. 

5.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
could  not  avail  itself  of  purchases  that  it 
made  from  farmer-elected  county'commlt- 
tees  In  the  acquisition,  care,  and  disposition 
of  the  commodities  acquired  by  the  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

6.  There  would  be  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
Corporation  could  utilize  newly  formed 


farmer  cooperatives  where  private  trade 
facilities  already  existed. 

In  other  words,  it  would  stop  farmer 
cooperatives  in  their  tracks ;  that  is  what 
it  would  do. 

REPUBLICANS  AGAINST  FARMER  COOPERATIVES 

The  gentleman  from  Kansas  expresses 
concern  for  farmer  cooperatives.  I  hope 
he  can  get  the  attention  of  the  leadership 
on  the  Republican  side,  because  the  lead¬ 
ership,  if  I  understand  their  activities 
in  the  recent  past,  is  trying  to  do  some¬ 
thing  to  farmer  cooperatives.  They  are 
trying  to  hurt  them,  they  are  trying  to 
give  them  the  death  sentence,  they  are 
trying  to  put  them  out  of  business.  That 
is  what  they  are  trying  to  do. 

7.  Trade  interests  could  ask  excessive  and 
perhaps  prohibitive  fees  for  their  services 
and  the  Corporation  would  be  forced  to  pay 
them  or  cease  price-support  operations. 

In  other  words,  you  are  creating  local 
monopolies  in  the  hands  of  the  middle¬ 
men  far  removed  from  help  to  the 
farmer. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Out  in  my  country  we 
have  a  great  many  cooperatives  that 
handle  the  fruit  crops.  What  I  am 
thinking  about  are  the  apricot  and  prune 
growers.  Is  it  the  gentleman’s  interpre¬ 
tation  of  this  amendment  that  they 
themselves  who  are  organized  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  marketing  their 
crops  would  have  to  go  through  a  broker? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  They  would  have  to 
go  through  commission  men  or  dealers. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Or  commission  men? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  If  these  goods  were 
sent  abroad,  would  they  again  have  to 
go  through  a  broker? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  They  would  have  to 
go  through  a  commission  man.  In  other 
words,  they  get  their  cut.  We  are  for¬ 
getting  who  we  are  legislating  for  here. 
We  seem  to  be  trying  to  guarantee  a 
profit  and  a  price  to  the  middleman. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Where  in  the  bill  is 
that  found? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  It  is  in  the  amend¬ 
ment.  That  is  what  I  am  talking  about. 

Let  me  expand  on  this  one  point,  the 
reason  I  said  the  leadership  on  the  Re¬ 
publican  side  seem  to  have  their  knives 
out  for  the  farmer  cooperatives. 

Mr.  John  H.  Davis,  secretary  of  the 
National  Council  of  Farmer  Cooperatives, 
was  invited  to  attend  the  Sioux  City, 
Iowa,  farm  meeting  called  by  the  leaders 
of  the  Republican  Party.  Mr.  Davis 
went  before  the  group  and  made  this 
statement : 

The  farmers  have  become  concerned  over 
the  antifarmer  cooperative  bills  and  activi¬ 
ties  of  certain  Republican  Congressmen  and 
Senators  whose  activities  and  bills  appar¬ 
ently  have  been  condoned  by  the  leadership 
of  the  Republican  Party. 

I  read  this  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
on  October  6  last.  The  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts,  the  Honorable  Joe  Mar¬ 
tin,  minority  leader,  a  man  I  have  a 
very  high  respect  and  high  regard  for, 
was  present.  I  asked  him  if  the  leader¬ 


ship  on  that  side  denied  it,  but  the  lead¬ 
ership  has  not  done  so.  So  we  have  a 
right  to  believe  that  the  Republican 
Party  is  out  to  destroy  farmer  coopera¬ 
tives.  This  is  a  step  in  the  direction  of 
stopping  them  in  their  tracks. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  The  gentleman  has 
pointed  out  that  if  the  amendment  to 
be  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
is  adopted  the  cost  to  the  Government 
will  increase  tremendously. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Tremendously,  yes. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  assume  it  would  in¬ 
crease  the  cost  to  the  taxpayer  as  well? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  YATES.  Would  it  also  be  true 
that  the  cost  to  the  consumer  would  as 
well  go  up? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  It  certainly  will.  In 
other  words,  it  would  change  this  from 
a  bill  intended  primarily  for  the  benefit 
of  the  farmers  and  the  farm  program  to 
one  of  primary  benefit  to  grain  commis¬ 
sion  men,  grain  brokers,  and  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  grain  trade.  We  are  just 
going  off  on  a  tangent. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  The  present  law  says 
that  private  enterprise  must  be  used  to 
every  extent  possible;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  This  would  repeal  that 
and  make  it  mandatory,  whether  the  fa¬ 
cilities  were  available  or  not,  to  call  on 
industry  in  order  to  carry  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  this  Corporation? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  before  me  a  copy 
of  the  charter  and  I  am  quoting  the 
charter  provisions: 

In  the  Corporation’s  purchasing  and  selling 
operations  with  respect  to  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  in  the  warehousing,  transport¬ 
ing,  processing,  or  handling  of  argrlcultural 
commodities,  the  Corporation  shall,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  consistent  with 
the  fulfillment  of  the  Corporation’s  purposes 
and  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct  of  its 
business,  utilize  the  usual  and  customary 
channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of 
trade  and  commerce. 

They  cannot  point  to  any  cases  by  un¬ 
biased  and  unprejudiced  witnesess  where 
that  has  been  violated  or  not  carried  out. 

Mr.  DEANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  DEANE.  Is  it  not  likewise  true 
that  the  traders  represented  in  this 
amendment  to  be  proposed  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  over  a  long  period 
of  time  have  refused  to  deal  with  the 
Corporation  on  a  reasonable  basis? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Many  of  them  have 
and  they  would  hold  the  Government 
up.  They  would  have  local  monopolies 
under  this,  they  would  have  to  deal  with 
them  and  pay  them  any  price  that  they 
charged.  I  do  not  think  we  want  that. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  First  of  all,  may  I  say 
that  I  regret  the  gentleman  has  injected 
politics  into  this  discussion. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  to  say  that  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Cole],  did  not  mention  poli¬ 
tics?  He  preceded  me. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am  not  so  sure  about 
that.  I  only  regret  that  politics  has  been 
injected  into  this  discussion.  The  ques¬ 
tion  I  want  to  ask  the  gentlemen  is  this : 
Does  the  small  country  elevator  have 
any  place  in  the  program  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  now  before  us? 

Mr;  PATMAN.  Why  certainly  it  has, 
and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  been  cooperating  with  them.  They 
have  all  been  making  money.  You  do  not 
see  any  of  them  for  sale. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am  not  saying  that. 
Certainly  the  gentleman  is  not  object¬ 
ing  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  using  the  facilities  of  the  ordinary 
small  country  elevator? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  No,  we  want  them  to 
do  that.  I  am  for  it.  But  I  do  not  want 
to  tie  them  down  and  say  they  have  got 
to  do  it  in  every  local  community,  be¬ 
cause  they  may  lose  their  bargaining 
power. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  would  assume  that 
the  gentleman  would  take  a  position  in 
support  of  the  small  country  elevators  by 
virtue  of  the  fact  that  he  is  chairman  of 
the  Small  Business  Committee. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Certainly,  I  am  for 
them,  and  I  wont  to  protect  them,  but  I 
do  not  want  them  to  have  a  monopoly. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  that  a  small  Isolated  country  ele¬ 
vator  is  a  monopoly? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Well,  he  could  be  un¬ 
der  this  bill ;  I  mean,  the  people  involved 
in  this  amendment  could  be. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  assume  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  interested  in  protecting  private 
enterprise? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Sure,  I  am;  but  I  am 
not  in  favor  of  protecting  the  middle¬ 
man’s  middleman  to  the  extent  that  we 
guarantee  him  a  profit  at  the  expense 
of  the  taxpayer. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  big  operators.  I  want  to  protect  the 
small  operators. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  am  talking  about  any 
of  them  abusing  the  taxpayer. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  The  present 
law,  as  passed  in  1948,  as  amended,  says: 

The  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  consistent  with  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  Corporation’s  purposes  and 
the  effective  and  efiBcient  conduct  of  Its  busi¬ 
ness,  utilize  the  usual  and  customary  chan¬ 
nels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade 
and  commerce. 

The  amendment  that  the  gentleman 
Introduces  seems  to  change  that  and  says 
that  the  Corporation  shall  employ  the 
services  of  dealers,  commission  men, 
merchants,  and  others  in  the  usual  and 
customary  channels,  regardless  of 
whether  or  not  they  are  qualified,  and 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  they  are  ef¬ 


ficient,  and  regardless  of  whether  or  not 
they  are  wasteful. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  This  is  a  terrible 
amendment. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  In  view  of 
the  statement  which  the  gentleman 
made  with  respect  to  some  charge  con¬ 
cerning  a  Republican  Member  on  this 
side  at  sometime  in  the  past,  it  is  en¬ 
cumbent  upon  me,  sitting  here  and  hear¬ 
ing  the  charge  made  that  the  Republi¬ 
can  Party  is  out  to  destroy  cooperatives, 
in  order  that  it  may  be  clear,  to  say  that, 
so  far  as  Wisconsin  is  concerned,  our 
State  has  been  the  cradle  of  the  true 
farmer  cooperatives  in  the  United  States, 
and  that  has  been  done  under  a  Republi¬ 
can  administration  in  our  State. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  repeat  that  John  H. 
Davis  is  quite  a  big  man  in  the  farm  co¬ 
operative  movement,  and  he  went  before 
the  Republican  farm  meeting  at  Sioux 
City,  Iowa,  and  he  told  these  farm  lead¬ 
ers,  including  the  leaders  of  the  Republi¬ 
can  Party — there  were  no  Democrats 
there,  just  Republicans — this: 

The  farmers  have  become  concerned  over 
the  anti-farm  cooperative  bills  and  activi¬ 
ties  of  certain  Republican  Congressmen  and 
Senators  whose  activities  and  bills  apparent¬ 
ly  have  been  condoned  by  the  leadership  of 
the  Republican  Party. 

That  has  not  been  denied.  It  was  not 
denied  at  the  Republican  farm  meeting, 
nor  when  I  brought  it  up  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  October  6,  when  the  Republi¬ 
can  leaders  were  present.  They  did  not 
deny  it,  and  to  this  good  day  they  have 
not  denied  it,  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  if  the  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  becomes 
law,  it  will  deny  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  the  right  to  buy, 
build,  and  lease  grain  storage? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  do  not  know  how  far 
it  goes,  but  I  know  it  is  a  middleman’s 
middleman  bill,  to  protect  the  profits  of 
the  middleman’s  middleman. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
many  of  these  cooperative  elevators  are 
opposed  to  the  language  in  this-  bill,  and 
the  gentleman  is  fighting  for  the  cooper¬ 
atives?  How  do  you  square  that? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Well,  the  gentleman 
is  putting  words  in  my  mouth.  I  did 
not  know  that.  I  did  not  know  anything 
about  that. 

M  .  JENSEN.  Oh,  the  gentleman  did 
not? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  No;  I  did  not. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Well,  then,  let  me  ask 
another  question.  Is  the  language  In 
this  bill  the  same  language  as  we  have 
in  the  present  law? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  No.  The  gentleman 
is  talking  about  the  amendment,  I  pre¬ 
sume? 


Mr.  JENSEN.  No. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  The  amendment  I  dis¬ 
cussed. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  No.  I  am  talking  about 
the  language  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Of  course,  we  are  not 
changing  that  part  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  charter,  section  5, 
which  places  an  obligation  and  a  duty 
on  them  to  use  the  existing  and  custom¬ 
ary  channels  of  trade.  That  is  all  right. 
I  am  for  that.  But  I  am  not  for  requir¬ 
ing  them  to  use  certain  people  which 
would  put  the  Corporation  in  a  strait- 
jacket,  funnel  all  business  through  these 
people,  and  guarantee  a  profit  to  the 
middleman’s  middleman  at  the  expense 
of  the  taxpayer. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  do  not  think  the  Cole 
amendment  would  do  that  at  all. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  do.  I  think  it  would. 
I  hope  the  gentleman  will  read  it  and 
vote  against  the  amendment. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  think  I  shall  vote  for 
the  amendment,  I  might  tell  the  gentle¬ 
man,  and  be  glad  to  do  so. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  That  is  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  privilege. 

Mr.  GAMBLE,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Heselton]. 

(Mr.  HESELTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  af¬ 
ter  consultation  with  members  of  the 
committee  on  both  sides  I  now  have  the 
amendment  I  want  to  offer  in  a  refined 
form,  and  I  believe  a  better  form.  It 
would  do  this : 

In  order  to  prevent  the  waste  of  food  com¬ 
modities  acquired  through  price  support 
operations  which  are  found  to  be  in  dan¬ 
ger  of  loss  through  deterioration  or  spoil¬ 
age  before  they  can  be  disposed  of  in  normal 
domestic  channels  without  impairment  of 
the  price-support  program,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  make  available  such  commodities 
as  follows  in  the  order  of  priority  set  forth; 
First,  to  school-lunch  programs,  and  the 
Bureau  of  Indian- Affairs,  and  Federal,  State, 
and  local  tax-supported  institutions,  such 
as  hospitals,  orphanages,  schogls,  penal  and 
mental  Institutions,  and  public  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations  for  the  assistance  of  needy  In¬ 
dians  and  other  needy  persons;  second,  to 
private  welfare  organizations  for  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  needy  persons  within  the  United 
States:  third,  to  private  welfare  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  assistance  of  needy  persons  out¬ 
side  the  United  States;  fourth,  to  inter¬ 
governmental  or  international  nonprofit  wel¬ 
fare  agencies  for  assistance  to  needy  per¬ 
sons  outside  the  United  States.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  shall  first  determine 
that  such  commodities  are  in  ample  supply 
over  and  above  such  reserves  as  may  be 
required  and  deemed  in  the  public  interest. 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall 
make  any  such  commodities  available  at  no 
cost  at  point  of  use  within  the  United  States 
or  at  shlpslde  at  port  of  embarkation,  or 
shall  be  empowered  to  deliver  them  abroad 
when  necessary.  The  Corporation  may  ad¬ 
vance  as  against  handling  and  transporta¬ 
tion  costs  in  making  delivery  up  to  the  equiv¬ 
alent  of''  6  months’  storage  costs  on  any 
such  commodities  turned  over. 

Let  me  read  from  section  416  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949.  I  have  practi¬ 
cally  taken  over  the  language  in  the  first 
part  of  that  amendment.  It  is  identical. 
Then  it  states,  as  to  the  order  of  priority, 
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“First,  to  school-lunch  programs.”  That 
is  the  exact  language  I  used.  Then  “to 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  Federal, 
State,  and  local  public  welfare  organi¬ 
zations.”  So  I  am  not  changing  exist¬ 
ing  law,  I  am  just  adapting  it  to  the 
provisions  of  section  416  of  Public  Law 
439  of  the  Eighty-first  Congress. 

Let  me  call  your  attention  to  another 
provision  in  the  law  which  convinces  me 
that  this  is  a  germane  amendment. 

Under  section  5  of  the  Federal  char¬ 
ter  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  there  are  certain  specific  powers 
enumerated.  The  fourth  of  these  is  this : 

Remove  and  dispose  of  or  aid  in  the  re¬ 
moval  or  disposition  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities. 

Then  this  goes  further.  It  adds  cer¬ 
tain  other  kinds  of  organizations  which 
would  qualify.  It  provides  for  a  safe¬ 
guard  in  that  the  Secretary  must  first 
determine  that  these  commodities  are  in 
ample  supply  over  and  above  such  re¬ 
serves  that  may  be  required  and  deemed 
to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

Then,  of  course,  it  does  a  thing  which 
is  unique,  it  provides  for  the  payment  by 
the  Corporation  of  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation,  and  advances  those  funds  out 
of  the  equivalent  of  6  months’  storage 
costs. 

I  have  spoken  of  them  previously  and 
I  do  not  want  to  be  repetitious,  but  I 
would  like  to  give  you  some  new  infor¬ 
mation.  One  or  two  of  my  colleagues 
have  said,  “Do  you  think  you  have  pro¬ 
vided  adequate  funds  to  do  this?”  I 
said  I  thought  we  had. 

I  asked  the  proper  official  of  the  State 
Department,  who  has  been  handling  this, 
to  give  me  some  figures.  We  have  one- 
hundred-and-thirty  -  one  -  odd  -  million 
pounds  of  butter  in  Chicago.  It  would 
cost  us  .0132  cents  per  pound  to  sen(^ 
that  on  to  New  York.  That  is  $1,731,- 
461.91.  That  takes  care  of  butter. 

We  have  4,499,411  pounds  of  cheese  at 
Eau  Claire,  Wfs.  It  would  cost  us  $72,- 
440.52  to  get  that  to  New  York. 

We  have  19,683,791  pounds  of  eggs  at 
Atchison.  It  would  cost  us  $360,000  to 
get  that  to  New  York. 

We  have  19,686,791  pounds  at  Atchi¬ 
son,  and  here  again  it  would  cost  a  little 
less  to  get  it  to  Norfolk.  We  have  69,- 
330,624  pounds  of  dried  milk.  If  we  were 
to  ship  that  from  Wisconsin  to  Norfolk 
it  would  cost  us  a  half  a  million  dollars. 
If  we  shipped  it  to  a  Gulf  port,  it  would 
cost  us  less  than  that.  We  have  110,100,- 
000  pounds  of  beans  at  Scottsbluff,  Nebr. 
It  would  cost  us  $l,500,000'-.to  get  that  to 
New  York,  and  it  would  cost  us  slightly 
under  that  to  get  it  to  Norfolk.  Those 
beans  could  be  shipped  to  New  Orleans 
for  $726,000. 

As  an  illustration,  let  me  give  you  these 
figures  to  show  you  that  it  would  be  an 
ample  amount  in  accordance  with  the 
rate  that  we  are  now  paying  for  storage 
charges.  I  was  not  able  to  break  down 
the  difference  between  the  carrying 
charges  and  storage  charges,  but  I  did 
place  in  the  Record  yesterday  the  cost 
for  carrying  charges  for  the  first  half  of 
the  fiscal  year  1950.  That  is  $10,785,128, 
on  just  these  14  or  15  directly  consumable 
food  commodities.  I  have  given  a  list  of 
the  others,  too,  but  I  think  that  probably 


anyone  with  any  common  sense  realizes 
that  the  first  of  the  articles  which  would 
be  used  would  be  these  articles  which  are 
in  danger  of  spoiling. 

I  said  earlier  in  the  afternoon  that  the 
gentleman  who  is  in  charge  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  for  children  overseas  called  me  this 
afternoon  and  gave  me  certain  estimates 
of  what  they  could  use  if  they  could  get 
it.  I  think  it  would  be  interesting  for  the 
Members  to  know  this. 

He  said  based  upon  the  experience  of 
2V2  years  they  could  undoubtedly  dis¬ 
pose  of  100,000  pounds  of  di’ied  milk  for 
these  children  who  need  it.  He  said  they 
never  used  dried  eggs,  but  he  thought 
they  probably  could  do  so.  They  could 
undoubtedly  dispose  of  over  a  million 
pounds  of  dried  eggs.  They  would  be 
under  some  difficulty  in  handling  butter, 
but  he  thought  they  could  use  butter. 
They  might  have  to  put  the  butter  in 
tins,  but  they  could  use  it  in  substantial 
amounts. 

I  think  this  would  interest  those  who 
have  a  very  proper  concern  over  the  dis¬ 
position  of  the  cotton  surplus.  He  said 
they  are  shipping  cotton  for  layettes  and 
infant  clothes  to  Greece  and  Turkey  and 
many  other  of  the  European  and  Medi¬ 
terranean  countries.  He  estimated  they 
could  use  some  eight  to  ten  million 
pounds  of  cotton. 

I  understand  there  have  been  some  ob¬ 
jections  to  the  use  of  this  Mexican  meat, 
or  canned  meat.  But  he  told  me  that 
the  consumption  in  Italy  is  very  high, 
and  in  Greece  and  Turkey,  and  in  all 
European  countries.  I  am  advised  this 
meat  is  not  dangerous.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  has  been  used  without  causing 
any  harmful  effects  to  anyone.  It  is 
probably  better  meat  than  we  can  in 
this  country,  because  according  to  the 
information  I  received,  they  simply  can 
what  we  would  use  as  steaks  and  good 
cuts  of  beef. 

I  hope  very  much  in  terms  of  the  dis¬ 
astrous  waste  of  money  which  none  of 
us  can  tolerate  and  in  terms  of  keeping 
this  operation  going  on  a  sound  basis, 
so  far  as  surpluses  are  concerned,  in 
terms  of  the  human  use  of  wholesome 
food  and  in  terms  of  the  possibility  that 
we  might,  through  this  program,  put 
some  of  this  food  even  behind  the  iron 
curtain  in  China,  where  everybody 
knows  starvation  is  threatening,  we 
might  create  a  very  definite  asset  on  our 
side  in  Asia. 

The  same  thing  is  true  in  India  and  in 
many  of  the  other  countries  which  are 
facing  starvation.  We  have  the  means 
to  help  them  and  it  would  certainly  re¬ 
dound  to  our  credit  if  we  made  it  possi¬ 
ble  to  do  that. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  tb  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley [. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  rather  strange  situation.  The  gentle¬ 
man  who  just  addressed  the  committee 
made  almost  the  identical  speech  before 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  yes¬ 
terday.  At  that  time  he  was  assured  that 
our  committee  would  give  very  careful 
consideration  to  his  statements  and  to 
a  bill  which  he  had  introduced  and  which 
was  referred  to  our  committee.  Actually, 
we  have  23  bills  before  our  committee 
dealing  with  this  particular  subject  on 


which  we  are  now  engaged  in  conducting 
hearings.  As  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  I  extended  an  invitation  to  every 
Member  of  the  House  who  has  introduced 
a  bill  which  has  been  referred  to  our 
committee  dealing  with  the  surplus  food 
problem.  Others  have  been  invited  to 
appear,  and  officials  of  the  Department 
.of  Agriculture  have  likewise  been  re¬ 
quested  to  appear  for  the  purpose  of  dis¬ 
cussing  the  many  proposals  contained 
in  the  several  bills  which  have  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  our  committee.  While  the  ap¬ 
propriate  legislative  committee  is  in  the 
very  midst  of  conducting  hearings,  we 
are  here  presented  a  proposal  which  will, 
of  course,  obviate  the  necessity  of  fur¬ 
ther  hearings  and  of  further  considera¬ 
tion,  but  it  will  result  in  denying  to  other 
Members  of  the  House,  to  officials  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  to  others 
the  right  to  express  their  views  and  to 
urge  their  solutions  before  the  commit¬ 
tee,  which  is  charged  with  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  considering  such  proposals. 

Every  member  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  is  aware  of  the  great  re¬ 
sponsibility  which  rests  upon  him.  I  know 
that  my  committee  is  composed  of  honor¬ 
able,  upright,  and  patriotic  citizens  who 
appreciate  fully  the  gravity  of  their  re¬ 
sponsibilities.  Every  member  of  that 
committee  is  mindful  of  the  fact  that  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities  present  a 
problem  of  great  magnitude  and  of  tre¬ 
mendous  importance.  The  author  of  the 
amendment  which  will  be  introduced  has 
frankly  admitted  that  his  amendment 
needs  to  be  studied  further.  He  appar¬ 
ently  does  not  realize  the’ far-reaching 
effect  of  the  language  which  he  here  pro¬ 
poses  in  the  form  of  an  amendment  to 
the  pending  bill. 

The  amendment  is  not  well  drafted.  It 
should  be  defeated  for  many  reasons,  too 
numerous  for  me  to  even  mention,  much 
less  discuss.  One  argument  should  be 
sufficient  to  defeat  the  amendment  which 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Heselton],  will  propose 
and  that  is  that  our  committee  is  now 
considering  the  identical  proposition  and 
our  committee  is  the  legislative  commit¬ 
tee  charged  with  the  responsibility  and 
we  should  be  permitted  to  continue  with 
our  consideration  of  the  gentleman’s 
proposition,  along  with  suggestions  which 
have  been  submitted  by  other  Members 
of  the  House  in  the  form  of  other  bills. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  I  am  sure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  would  not 
wai^t  to  leave  in  the  record  the  incorrect 
impression  that  I  had  stated  that  I  did 
not  understand  this  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thought  the  gentle¬ 
man  told  the  majority  leader  that  he 
was  doubtful  as  to  whether  or  not  it  em¬ 
braced  the  entire  school-lunch  program, 
including  private  schools. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  When  the  majority 
leader  pointed  out  that  he  thought  there 
was  language  in  there  that  I  did  not 
Intend,  I  said  I  would  study  it.  I  did 
study  it,  and  I  immediately  found  the 
answer,  and  that  was  that  the  act  that 
the  gentleman  sponsored  through  the 
Congress  had  the  identical  language,  I 
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therefore  completed  my  study  quickly 
and  agi'eed  with  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]  that 
that  was  in  the  law  today;  so  I  did  not 
need  to  study  it  further. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Most  of  the  provisions 
that  the  gentleman  has  in  his  amend¬ 
ment  are  in  the  law  of  1949.  The  only 
advantage,  as  I  understand  this  amend¬ 
ment,  is  the  payment  of  freight.  Now, 
does  the  gentleman  believe  that  we 
should  take  these  surplus  commodities 
merely  because  they  are  in  surplus  all 
over  this  country  that  are  not  in  danger 
of  immediate  deterioration  and  send 
them  around  the  world  to  give  them  away 
to  people?  Should  we  send  them  into 
other  parts  of  the  world  at  the  expense 
of  the  American  taxpayer,  and  add  that 
burden  to  our  other  great  gratuities  in 
the  interest  of  the  welfare  of  the  human 
race  in  other  parts  of  the  world? 

Mr.  HESELTON.  I  must  still  state 
that  if  we  are  spending  money  need¬ 
lessly  and  in  a  wanton  and  wasteful 
manner  at  the  rate  of  fifty  or  sixty  thou¬ 
sand  dollars  a  day  to  keep  those  things 
in  storage,  that  we  we  should  stop  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  That  we  have  a 
challenge  this  afternoon  to  stop  that 
thing.  That  is  my  point. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes;  but  the  gentle¬ 
man  provides  in  this  amendment  that 
it  shall  be  at  the  expense  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayer. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  No;  I  do  not. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  can  load  up  a 
shipload  of  potatoes  and  send  them 
around  the  world. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  I  make  no  such 
provision. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Let  me  read  it  to  the 
gentleman: 

Shall  be  empowered  to  deliver  them  abroad 
When  necessary. 

You  deliver  them  at  shipside  and  pay 
the  freight  there,  and  you  can  deliver 
them  to  these  foreign  agencies  to  take 
them  abroad  at  their  expense,  but  if  it  is 
found  to  be  necessary  you  can  load  them 
on  an  American  ship  and  pay  the  freight 
from  Bagdad  to  Shanghai  or  to  any  other 
port  in  the  world. 

1  Mr.  HESELTON.  If  I  take  those 
words  out  will  the  gentleman  agree  to 
my  amendment? 

Mr.  'COOLEY.  No ;  I  am  not  going  to 
agree  to  the  gentleman’s  amendment  be¬ 
cause  I  say  to  the  gentleman  that  he 
knows  that  he  testified  before  my  com¬ 
mittee  for  an  hour  and  a  half  and  we 
thought  we  heard  him  fully.  We  as¬ 
sured  him  that  we  would  give  careful 
consideration  to  his  proposition. 

I  think  that  the  other  Members  "^if 
this  House  should  not  vote  for  this 
amendment  and  thereby  repudiate  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  further  ques¬ 
tion? 

I  Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

'  Mr.  HESELTON.  Did  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  this  afternoon  in  support  of  a  con¬ 
ference  report  state  that  the  very  prin¬ 
ciple  of  this  amendment  had  been 
accepted  by  the  conferees? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  certainly  did  that 
with  regard  to  potatoes,  but  we  are  now 


considering  its  application  to  other  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  wish 
to  refresh  my  own  memory.  I  was  un¬ 
der  the  impression  that  the  law  regard¬ 
ing  the  use  of  food  abroad  permitted  the 
paying  of  freight  abroad,  and  that  what 
the  gentleman  was  trying  to  do  was  to 
permit  it  to  be  paid  in  this  particular. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No;  the  gentleman  is 
wrong;  we  cannot  pay  transportation  of 
food  all  around  the'world. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  The 
gentleman  means  we  could  pay  it  from 
here  to  some  particular  country? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No,  we  cannot  do 
that.  The  potato  problem  is  an  emer¬ 
gency  problem. 

No  one  is  suggesting  that  this  cheese, 
milk,  and  butter,  and  other  commodities 
are  deteriorating.  We  have  a  surplus.  I 
think  it  is  a  temporary  surplus.  In  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  basic  storable  commodities 
which  are  not  perishable  may  I  say  that 
if  you  will  give  the  American  farmer'  an 
opportunity  to  adjust  his  production  we 
will  come  out  of  this  without  sustaining 
any  substantial  loss. 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Hope]. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rose  pri¬ 
marily  to  discuss  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Cole],  but  before  going  into  that  matter 
may  I  say  that  I  am  in  favor  of  this  bill 
and  expect  to  support  it.  I  also  wish  to 
refer  to  the  statements  made  by  the 'gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Patman],  con¬ 
cerning  the  Republican  Party’s  position 
on  cooperatives  in  which  he  referred  to  a 
statement  made  at  the  Sioux  City,  Iowa, 
Republican  farm  conference  last  Sep¬ 
tember.  I  was  present  at  that  confer¬ 
ence,  I  heard  Mr.  Davis  make  the  state¬ 
ment  quoted  by  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  but  he  preceded  that  statement 
by  paying  a  tribute  to  the  Republican 
Party  for  the  fine  pioneer  work  that  that 
party  had  done  in  laying  the  foundation 
•for  our  farm  cooperatives  in  this  country 
today.  I  am  sure  that  anyone  who  is 
familiar  with  the  legislative  history  of 
farm  cooperatives  knows  that  all  of  the 
fundamental  legislation  was  passed  un¬ 
der  Republican  administrations  and 
sponsored  by  Republicans  and  the  2 
principal  laws  responsible  for  the  great 
success  of  farmer  cooperatives  are  the 
Capper-'Volstead  Act  passed  in  1924  and 
the  Federal  Farm'  Board  Act  passed  in 
1929. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  In  1911  California 
passed  a  cooperative  marketing  act  for 
agricultural  products  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  Governor  Hiram  W.  Johnson, 
who  was  a  Republican,  which  act  has 
been  copied  all  over  the  United  States. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  very  glad  to  have 
the  gentleman  mention  that,  which  leads 
me  to  make  one  further  statement  in 
this  connection  and  that  is  that  a  vast 
majority  of  the  farm  cooperatives  in 


this  country  today,  I  would  say  at  least 
three-quarters  or  possibly  more,  are  in 
congressional  districts  represented  by 
Republicans.  These  Republican  Con¬ 
gressmen  and  the  Republican  Party  are 
not  going  to  go  back  on  the  farm  coop¬ 
eratives  of  this  country. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Very  briefly  for  a  question. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
making  a  very  interesting  statement.  I 
am  sure  he  is  sincere.  But  why  do  not 
the  Republican  leaders  come  out  and 
repudiate  this  statement?  John  Davis 
told  them  right  to  their  face  that  they 
are  condoning  these  activities  against 
farmer  cooperatives  and  challenged 
them  to  speak  up.  They  have  not  spoken 
up- yet. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  do  not  understand  that 
Mr.  Davis  challenged  anyone  to  speak 
up.  I  think  he  was  giving  a  warning  to 
the  Republican  Party  by  calling  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  there  were  some  Republi¬ 
cans  who  had  introduced  some  bills  to 
which  the  cooperatives  were  opposed.  Of 
course,  any  Member  of  Congress  may  in¬ 
troduce  any  bill  he  wishes.  All  he  has 
to  do  is  to  drop  it  in  that  little  basket 
over  there.  We  have  differences  of 
opinion  in  the  Republican  Party  as  you 
dot  in  the  Democratic  Party  on  many 
questions. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  May  I  say 
for  the  gentleman’s  benefit  that  during 
the  time  I  have  been  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 
there  is  no  one  on  that  committee  who 
has  played  politics  less  with  agriculture 
tjjan  the  gentleman  from  Kansas.  He 
is  a  very  fair  man. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  very  grateful  for 
the  expression  from  my  esteemed  col¬ 
league  from  California. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  do  not 
know  of  any  Member  of  Congress  w'ho 
is  held  in  higher  esteem  by  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  House  than  the  gentle¬ 
man  who  is  now  addressing  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  appreciate  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman’s  statement  very 
much.  He  is,  indeed,  generous. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  May  I  say  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  who  is  now  address¬ 
ing  the  Committee  is  one  of  the  Repub¬ 
lican  leaders  in  the  agricultural  field  by 
virtue  of  the  fact  he  served  as  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  has  al¬ 
ways  been  intensely  interested  in  agri¬ 
cultural  matters.  Therefore  when  he 
tells  this  Committee  and  the  country 
that  the  Republican  Party  is  not  out  to 
scuttle  cooperatives  we  certainly  will 
take  his  word  for  it.  I  am  heartily  in 
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accord  with  his  sentiments  in  that 
regard. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  After  serving  on  the 
committee  with  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  for  a  great  many  yeai's,  without 
regard  to  what  party  he  Vjelongs  to,  we 
recognize  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  as 
one  of  the  agricultural  leaders  of 
America. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  thank  my  good  friend 
and  distinguished  colleague  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  I  just  want  to  make 
this  observation.  It  appears  this  after¬ 
noon  that  Democrats  and  Republicans 
alike  believe  that  hope  springs  eternal. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  agree  with  all 
of  these  fine  encomiums.  My  friend  is 
a  great  statesman  and  a  great  farm 
leader,  but  has  my  friend  ever  experi¬ 
enced  the  uncomfortable  situation  of 
finding  himself  advocating  one  way  and 
most  of  his  other  Republican  friends 
the  other  way  on  farm  legislation? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  suppose  every  Member  of 
Congress  has  found  himself  in  the  minor¬ 
ity  at  one  time  or  another. 

What  I  got  up  here  to  discuss,  as  1 
mentioned  a  moment  ago,  was  the 
amendment  which  the  gehtleman  from 
Kansas,  my  friend  and  colleague,  Mr. 
Cole,  proposes  to  offer  to  this  bill,  and 
which  relates  to  the  use  of  the  customary 
channels  of  trade  and  commerce  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  carry¬ 
ing  on  its  operations.  I  understand  fully 
what  my  able  colleague  from  Kansas  de¬ 
sires  to  do.  I  have  discussed  this  mat¬ 
ter  with  him,  and  he  has  discussed  it 
with  me.  I  am  ssnnpathetic  with  his 
viewpoint  and  I  know  his  intention  is  to 
facilitate  the  work  of  the  Corporation. 
Yet  I  am  afraid  that  the  amendment 
which  he  proposes  would  go  much  far¬ 
ther  than  any  of  us  would  want  to  go  as 
far  as  the  activities  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  are  concerned. 

The  thing  that  I  am  most  concerned 
about  io  the  effect  that  this  amendment 
would  have  upon  the  activities  of  the 
Corporation  in  taking  over  grain  upon 
which  it  has  made  price-support  loans 
or  upon  which  it  has  purchase  agree¬ 
ments.  I  think  I  can  illustrate  what  I 
mean  and  point  out  just  how  costly  this 
amendment  would  be,  if  adopted,  by 
simply  reciting  what  actually  happens  in 
carrying  out  those  transactions. 

When  a  commodity  loan  is  made  upon 
grain  or  any  other  commodity,  it  runs 
for  a  definite  period  of  time,  and  at  the 
end  of  that  time,  if  the  loan  has  not  been 
paid,  the  commodity  is  delivered  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The 
same  things  happens  under  a  purchase 
agreement.  In  the  course  of  time  the 
commodity  is  taken  over  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  Now,  how 


does  it  take  it  over?  It  takes  it  over 
through  the  action  of  the  local  county 
committee.  The  farmer  who  has  re¬ 
ceived  the  loan  reports  to  the  committee, 
or  the  committee  sends  word  that  it  is 
ready  to  take  delivery  of  the  commodity, 
and  arrangements  are  made  whereby  it 
may  be  delivered  to  the  Corporation, 
usually  through  the  facilities  of  9,  local 
elevator.  If  there  is  a  local  elevator 
which  will  handle  the  commodity,  it  is 
handled  that  way.  Under  the  existing 
arrangements  with  the  local  grain  ele¬ 
vators — and  I  am  going  to  confine  my 
remarks  now  to  the  handling  of  grain — 
there  is  paid  to  these  local  elevators 
cents  per  bushel  for  handling  the  grain. 
That  covers  not  only  the  physical  han¬ 
dling  but  a  guaranty  by  the  local  ele¬ 
vator  as  to  the  quality  and  quantity  and 
grade  of  the  commodity.  After  the  grain 
is  loaded  at  the  local  market,  it  is  sent 
to  the  terminal  market — Kansas  City  or 
Minneapolis  or  Omaha — and  there  it  is 
taken  over  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  But  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  actually  acquires  the  grain, 
of  course,  when  it  is  tmmed  over  to  the 
county  committee,  and  from  there  on  it 
is  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  grain. 

Under  the  Cole  amendment,  as  it  is 
interpreted  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  and  I  agree  with  that  in¬ 
terpretation,  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  could  not  use  the  local  county 
committee,  it  could  not  make  the  ar¬ 
rangements  that  it  makes  with  the  local 
dealer,  and  it  could  not  handle  the  trans¬ 
action  in  the  way  that  it  does  except  by 
using  the  cash  commission  merchants  in 
the  terminal  markets  and  paying  those 
cash  commission  merchants  their  reg¬ 
ular  charge  for  handling  the  grain  in 
those  markets. 

Now,  I  submit  that  if  you  and  I  were 
in  the  grain  business,  and  we  took  over 
any  lot  of  grain,  we  certainly  would  not 
expect  after  that  to  pay  a  commission 
company  for  nonexisting  services. 
There  is  no  occasion,  after  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  takes  over 
grain  in  the  county,  to  use  any  cash  com¬ 
mission  merchants  in  the  terminal  cen¬ 
ters.  There  is  nothing  for  them  to  do  as 
far  as  Commodity  Credit  is  concerned. 

It  is  true  that  if  the  local  elevator 
wants  to  have  someone  down  at  Kansas 
City  or  some  other  terminal  represent  it 
in  collecting  its  61/2  percent  commission 
or  in  seeing  that  it  gets  a  proper  check¬ 
up  on  the  grades  and  weights  and  that 
sort  of  thing,  it  is  at  perfect  liberty  to  do 
so,  but  that  is  not  what  is  desired  by 
those  who  are  pushing  this  amendment. 
They  want  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  make  a  payment  to  the  cash 
commission  merchants  in  the  terminals 
for  a  service  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
render  and  which  they  cannot  render. 
Yet  if  we  adopt  this  amendment  those 
services  will  have  to  be  paid  for  at  the 
regular  rate,  which  averages  something 
like  2  cents  a  bushel  in  the  various  ter¬ 
minals  throughout  the  country. 

The  statement  has  been  made  earlier 
this  afternoon,  and  I  repeat  it,  that  at 
Kansas  City  in  the  month  of  May  there 
were  30,000,000  bushels  of  grain  ordered 
shipped.  If  the  minimum  commission 
rate  had  been  paid  upon  that  grain  at 
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that  time  it  would  have  cost  more  than 
all  the  operations  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  Kansas  City  for 
the  entire  year,  not  only  in  the  handling 
of  wheat  but  all  the  operations  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  carried  on. 
So  this  talk  that  we  can  save  money  by 
having  the  cash  commission  merchants 
handle  this  business  simply  does  not 
make  sense. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  pretty  well  acquainted  with  for¬ 
mer  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Mark 
Thornburg,  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes.  I  think  very  highly 
of  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  He  is  very  highly  re¬ 
garded  in  the  State  of  Iowa  among 
farmers  and  everyone  who  knows  him, 
and  I  think  generally  speaking  all  over 
the  United  States  where  people  know 
him. 

Mark  Thornburg  is  now  Secretary  for 
the  Grain  Dealers  Association  of  Iowa. 
I  had  a  long  letter  from  him.  He  is  very 
much  disturbed  about  this  committee 
bill  and  is  very  much  in  favor  of  an 
amendment  in  line  with  the  Cole  amend¬ 
ment. 

Knowing  that  the  gentleman  is  for 
private  enterprise,  may  I  ask  him  this 
question.  Does  not  the  gentleman  feel 
that  the  regular  channels  of  trade  are 
being  severely  injured  under  this  present 
way  of  handling  these  grains,  and  that 
they  will  continue  to  suffer;  that  while 
the  Government  save  some  money  in  the 
storage  bill,  while  we  are  doing  that  is  it 
not  fair  to  believe  that  private  industry 
will  suffer,  and  that  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States  will  suffer  because  of  reve¬ 
nue  that  will  be  kept  from  the  Federal 
Government,  because  private  industry  is 
being  hurt,  and  that  will  offset  any  sav¬ 
ing  we  might  have  that  is  being  made 
today  under  the  program? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  May  I  say  that  I  join 
in  the  encomiums  that  have  been  ex¬ 
pressed  as  to  the  gentleman.  Sweeping 
aside  political  considerations,  above 
which  he  has  risen,  we  regard  him  as  an 
upright,  able,  just  legislator.  His  voice 
always  commands  great  weight  because 
of  the  fine  work  he  has  done. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  am  afraid  when  the 
gentleman  some  day  in  the  near  future, 
possibly,  takes  a  position  against  some 
of  the  gentlemen  that  have  been  throw¬ 
ing  flowers  at  him,  they  will  not  think 
he  is  such  a  grand  fellow,  and  will  be 
liable  to  say  some  bad  things  about  him. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  am  not  in  the  habit 
of  lying. 

Mr.  PIOPE.  I  do  not  want  to  be  in 
the  position  of  saying  I  approve  of  every¬ 
thing  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  done.  I  think  there  is  some  very 
definite  criticism  that  can  be  made  of 
the  activities  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  the  handling  of  grain 
received  through  local  elevators  in  the 
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last  year.  I  think  they  will  admit  that 
themselves.  I  believe  there  are  some 
other  aspects  of  the  handling  of  grain 
that  possibly  should  be  turned  over  to 
the  grain  trade  to  a  greater  extent  than 
has  been  the  case.  I  do  know  that  in 
the  main  the  channels  of  the  grain  trade 
are  being  used. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  in  the  position 
of  saying  there  is  not  some  merit  to  the 
gentleman’s  amendment.  But  I  say  it 
goes  too  far  and  if  adopted  would  do 
irreparable  damage  to  the  activities  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Of  course,  that  means  irreparable 
damage  to  the  farmers  of  this  country 
who  depend  upon  that  organization  to 
support  the  prices  of  their  commodities. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Hobbs]. 

Mr.  HOBBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOBBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1949,  the  then  housing  bill  was 
up  for  consideration  in  the  House,  and 
our  brilliant  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Marcantonio],  who 
I  regret  exceedingly  is  not  here  at  the 
moment,  offered  the  same  anti-segrega¬ 
tion  amendment  he  offered  on  the  hous¬ 
ing  bill  which  was  pending  yesterday. 
Yesterday,  you  will  recall,  he  made  the 
statement  that  once  before  the  same 
amendment  had  been  approved  by  the 
House  sitting  as  a  Committee  of  the 
Whole.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  beg  to  remind 
this  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  that 
at  the  time  his  amendment  was  offered 
on  August  24,  1949,  over  100  Members 
of  the  House  were  down  at  the  White 
House,  where  the  Honorable  Tom  Clark 
was  being  sworn  in  as  a  member  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and, 
with  or  without  any  malice  or  afore¬ 
thought,  the  amendment  was  offered  at 
that  moment  when  hardly  a  corporal’s 
guard  was  present,  and  it  did  pass  by  a 
large  majority  vote  of  the  few  Members 
then  present. 

Immediately  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  this  committee  moved,  after  the 
teller  vote  was  announced,  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  should  then  rise  and  by  a  margin 
of  3  votes  that  motion  was  carried.  On 
the  very  next  day  the  approval  of  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  was  reconsidered,  and  defeated. 

I  simply  wish  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  House  again  to  the  fact  that  neither 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  nor 
either  House  has  passed  on  any  one  of 
the  14  attempts  to  pass  an  antisegrega¬ 
tion  amendment  or  bill.  That  is  all  I 
care  to  say. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Spence]  for  granting  me  this  time, 
and  I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time, 
having  made  the  explanation  which  I 
think  is  due  the  House.  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  of  making  that  explanation. 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Velde]. 


Mr.  VELDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VELDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Young]  correctly  this  afternoon,  he  made 
the  statement  that  there  are  17,000  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  State  Department  and  not 
a  single  one  can  be  proven  to  be  dis¬ 
loyal  or  a  member  of  the  Communist 
Party,  and  he  personally  knew  they  were 
all  loyal.  If  that  is  substantially  the 
statement  that  has  been  made  by  the 
gentleman,  I  want  to  say  right  now  it 
is  utterly  ridiculous  and  absurd  and  not 
based  on  any  facts  within  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  own  knowledge. 

I  have  had  a  little  more  experience  in¬ 
vestigating  Communists  than  my  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has,  and 
realize  full  well  that  the  diflBculty  of 
proving  communism,  especially  in  the 
State  Department,  is  readily  apparent. 
For  years  it  has  been  apparent  to  the 
FBI  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  in¬ 
vestigate  thoroughly,  let  alone  recom¬ 
mend  prosecution  of  any  members  of 
the  executive  department  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  That  great  body  of 
investigators  is  also  a  part  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  department  of  Government  and 
certainly  can  be,  is,  and  has  been,  con¬ 
trolled  in  its  investigations  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States.  This  has 
been  proven  too  many  times  to  warrant 
the  feeling  or  belief  now  that  the  FBI 
has  or  are  now  able  to  investigate  thor¬ 
oughly  communism  in  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  or  that  the  Loyalty  Board  had 
all  the  facts  of  Communist  affiliations 
presented  to  it  concerning  various  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  State  Department  and  other 
executive  departments  of  Government. 

May  I  recall  to  the  gentleman  that  in 
1948  when  Alger  Hiss  was  first  brought 
before  the  Un-American  Activities  Com¬ 
mittee  the  hue  and  cry  wa/  raised  by 
Democratic  Members  of  the  House,  by  the 
President,  the  press,  radio  commenta¬ 
tors,  and  magazine  editors  that  this  was 
a  “witch  hunt,”  “red  herring,”  and  that 
Alger  Hiss  was  a  loyal,  good,  honest,  and 
true  American  and  would  not  even  con¬ 
sider  divulging  our  secret  war  informa¬ 
tion  to  a  foreign  country?  What  do  they 
say  now  about  Alger  Hiss?  Then  fol¬ 
lowed  the  revelation  that  there  were  200 
more  Commies  or  Commie-fronters,  ho¬ 
mosexuals  and  perverts  in  the  State  De¬ 
partment.  This  revelation  was  made  as 
a  result  of  loyalty  board  hearings  and 
congressional  committee  hearings.  Can 
the  gentleman  say  these  200  employees 
are  now  all  removed  from  the  pay  roll? 

How  can  any  gentleman  with  any  un¬ 
derstanding  of  communism  say,  in  view 
of  this  past  history,  that  he  is  sure  there 
are  no  Communists  or  fellow  travelers  in 
the  State  Department?  Why  must  this 
investigation  of  communism  in  the  exec¬ 
utive  departments  of  Government  be  de¬ 
layed  and  hindered  by  Democratic  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  the  President,  and  the 
whole  administration?  Why  does  the 
President  refuse  to  modify  or  cancel  his 
Executive  order  of  March  16, 1943?  Why 
does  he  refuse  access  to  loyalty  files  of 


the  State  Department  employees?  Wha;t 
are  you  all  afraid  of? 

The  American  people  want  an  answer 
to  these  questions — an  honest  answer — 
and  they  want  it  now. 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Brown]. 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  is  a  bill  which  would  increase 
the  borrowing  authority  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  by  $2,000,- 
000,000— from  $4,750,000,000  to  $6,750,- 
000,000.  I  want  to  say  that  I  am  in  favor 
of  this  bill. 

It  is  my  firm  conviction  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  one  of  the 
best  friends  the  farmer  ever  had. 

There  should  not  be  an  amendment 
to  this  bill  because  last  fall  we  passed  the 
farm  program.  We  promised  all  gi'oups 
of  farmers  that  they  could  borrow  a  cer¬ 
tain  percentage  of  parity,  90  percent  be¬ 
ing  the  maximum;  and  whether  it  is 
$2,000,000,000  or  $1,000,000,000,  we  have 
got  to  carry  out  the  promise  of  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  made  in  this  program. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
should  know,  more  than  anybody  on  the 
left  or  right  side  of  this  aisle,  how  much 
they  need.  They  say  they  need  $2,000,- 
000,000.  But  suppose  they  need  only 
$1,000,000,000;  they  cannot  spend  the 
other;  all  they  can  do  is  to  make  loans 
according  to  the  act  of  Congress  setting 
up  the  program  last  year  for  this  year ;  so 
that  part  of  the  argument  against  this 
bill,  or  for  reducing  it  from  $2,000,000,000 
to  $1,000,000,000  is  without  any  merit 
whatever. 

There  should  not  be  any  amendment 
to  this  bill.  All  there  is  to  the  bill  is  a 
grant  of  authority  to  increase  the  bor¬ 
rowing  power  of  the  Corporation  by 
by  $2,000,000,000  which  the  Corpoi'ation 
said  might  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
farm  program.  If  it  is  not  necessary  they 
cannot  borrow  it  or  spend  it. 

I  am  very  glad  that  I  said  the  nice 
things  I  did  about  my  good  friend.  Con¬ 
gressman  Hope,  of  Kansas,  and  I  assui’e 
you  I  meant  all  I  said.  However,  I  did 
not  know  when  he  had  permission  to 
speak  and  when  I  paid  him  this  compli¬ 
ment  that  he  would  oppose  the  Cole 
amendment. 

You  all  see  I  was  right  in  paying  him 
the  compliment  I  did.  But  I  also  want 
to  pay  a  compliment  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole],  who  is  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee.  He  is  a  very  fine  character,  ener¬ 
getic,  and  one  of  the  most  progressive 
and  hard-working  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  of  the  House. 

I  know  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Cole]  wants  to  help  his  people. 
He  presented  this  amendment  to  our 
committee  and  the  reason  we  voted  it 
down  was  because  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  took  the  position  that  it 
would  wreck  the  whole  loan  program. 
The  gentleman  from  Kamas  [Mr.  Ccle] 
did  not  want  to  do  this.  So  I  suggested 
that  we  write  something  in  the  report 
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to  take  care  of  the  situation,  and  he 
agreed  to  that  after  his  amendment  was 
defeated. 

I  want  to  make  it  very  plain  that  he 
did  not  say  he  would  not  introduce  any 
amendment  on  the  floor.  I  told  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  :  “You 
write  what  you  want  and  I  will  ask  the 
chairman  to  place  it  in  the  report.”  I 
thought  everything  was  all  right  and  I 
think  everybody  else  in  the  committee 
did,  though  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  in¬ 
troduce  the  amendment  and  I  am  not 
criticizing  him.  He  is  just  mistaken 
about  the  effect  his  amendment  would 
have  on  the  activities  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

Let  me  read  what  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  told  me  a  moment 
ago.  They  say  this  whole  program  will 
be  wrecked  if  this  amendment  is  adopted. 
The  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole] 
does  not  want  to  do  that.  I  think  the 
men  who  run  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  ought  to  know  more  about  it 
than  I  do  or  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Cole]  and  I  believe  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope],  who  has  been  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  should  cer¬ 
tainly  know  more  about  it  than  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  or  my¬ 
self. 

Here  is  what  is  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port  and  I  believe  it  takes  care  of  the 
situation  very  well : 

Testimony  was  presented  to  the  committee 
during  its  hearings  by  representatives  of  the 
grain  trade  that  the  Corporation  bypasses  the 
services  of  subterminal  and  terminal  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  connection  with  the  shipment 
of  grain  from  country  elevators.  It  was  con¬ 
tended  that  because  the  Corporation  did  not 
use  the  services  of  the  trade  that  shipments 
from  country  elevators  to  subterminal  and 
terminal  storage  were  not  being  handled  in 
a  satisfactory  manner,  and  resulted  in  un¬ 
necessary  and  long  delays  in  receipt  of  weight 
and  grade  certificates,  filing  claims,  effecting 
final  settlements,  and  completing  the  trans¬ 
actions.  These  complaints  were  directed  pri¬ 
marily  at  the  movement  of  Corporation- 
owned  grain,  for  in  other  cases  country  ship¬ 
pers  are  free  to  avail  themselves  of  the  serv¬ 
ices  of  the  trade. 

Your  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
Corporation  should  fully  investigate  and 
make  a  complete  study  of  this  matter,  and 
explore  all  of  the  possibilities  of  using  the 
private  trade  in  connection  with  these  sub¬ 
terminal  and  terminal  movements.  If  it  is 
found,  as  claimed,  that  such  operations  can 
be  performed  more  economically  and  expedi¬ 
tiously  than  by  present  methods,  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  should  work  out  an  arrangement  with 
the  private  trade  to  handle  these  operations 
on  a  fee  or  other  basis. 

That  is  what  we  said. 

I  believe  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  will  carry  out  the  wishes  of  the  gen¬ 
tlemen.  I  am  quite  sure  of  that. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  appreciate 
what  the  gentleman  has  said,  particu¬ 
larly  w'ith  reference  to  me  personally  and 
my  approach  to  this  problem.  I  think 
that  the  committee  did  a  good  job  in  writ¬ 
ing  the  report  concerning  the  attitude  of 
the  committee  with  reference  to  this  situ¬ 
ation.  But  I  do  not  have  quite  the  same 


idea  that  the  committee  has  that  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  do 
the  things  we  have  requested  it  to  do. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  do  not 
know  of  an  instance  yet  where  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  asked  something  in  the  re¬ 
port  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  did  not  carry  it  out.  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  pay  them  this  compliment. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  want  to 
clarify  my  statement  a  little.  I  think 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  do¬ 
ing  a  good  job  and  an  important  job. 
As  the  gentleman  said,  I  want  to  help 
them,  but  I  do  feel  in  doing  that  job  they 
feel  they  can  do  it  better  by  eliminating 
the  grain  trade;  therefore  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  they  would  do  quite  the  job  or  one 
important  enough  in  making  this  in¬ 
vestigation. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  We  had  Mr. 
Walter  Scott  from  Kansas  City  here  to 
testify.  He  is  vice  president  of  the 
Board  of  Trade  of  Kansas  City.  The 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Mon- 
rone  y]  asked  him  this  question: 

I  am  just  trying  to  find  out  what  it  is 
going  to  take  to  get  it  built. 

He  was  speaking  about  facilities. 

Mr.  Scott  said: 

Well,  I  do  not  want  to  see  more  storage 
go  up,  so  I  do  not  want  to  help  you  too 
much  in  that  respect. 

Evidently,  Mr.  Scott  wanted  to  do  all 
the  building.  We  settled  that  last  year 
in  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
charter  bill  and  stated  where  private  en¬ 
terprise  fails  to  go  ahead  and  build  these 
facilities,  then  the  Government  can  step 
in  and  do  it.  But  CCC  could  not  build 
as  long  as  private  enterprise  would  do 
it,  and  Mr.  Scott  did  not  want  CCC  to 
construct  facilities  under  any  circum¬ 
stances.  He  wanted  t»  leave  it  just  like 
it  was  in  1948. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Would  the  gentleman 
say  that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  would  be  a  bene¬ 
fit  to  the  grain  speculators  and  the  glor¬ 
ified  gamblers  in  Chicago?  Would  it  be 
any  benefit  to  them? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Yt)u  know, 
I  am  one  of  those  fellows  who  is  always 
looking  for  the  best  in  men,  and  I  let 
the  other  fellow  discover  the  bad  things. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Would  this  amendment 
be  a  benefit  to  them? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  This 
amendment  would  absolutely  destroy  the 
effective  program  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Here  is  the  law : 

The  Corporation  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  consistent  with  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  the  Corporation’s  purposes  and 
the  effective  and  efficient  conduct  of  Its  busi¬ 
ness,  utilize  the  usual  and  customary  chan¬ 
nels,  facilities  and  arrangements  of  trade 
and  commerce. 

Here  is  the  difference.  Under  the 
amendment  the  Corporation  shall  em¬ 
ploy  the  services  of  dealers,  commission 
merchants,  and  the  other  usual  and  cus¬ 
tomary  channels,  whether  or  not  it  is 
practicable  to  do  so,  and  even  though 
their  use  would  be  inefficient,  or  make 
the  Corporation’s  program  ineffective. 


We  settled  all  that  last  year  in  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  charter 
bill.  We  settled  it  for  good  and  I 
thought  also  the  political  implication. 
There  is  but  one  thing  to  do,  and  that  is 
to  carry  out  the  program  that  Congress 
solemnly  passed  last  year,  and  that 
alone. 

The  only  protection  farmers  have — 
their  only  bulwark  against  ruinous  de¬ 
clines  in  income — is  the  price-support 
program  carried  out  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

How  many  of  you  remember  the  price 
situation  that  confronted  farmers  in 
February  1933 — a  few  months  before  the 
Corporation  was  organized?  Let  me  re¬ 
fresh  your  memories. 

In  February  1933,  farmers  were  re¬ 
ceiving  an  average  of  5.6  cents  a  pound 
for  cotton:  19  cents  a  bushel  for  corn; 
32  cents  a  bushel  for  wheat;  and  $2.92 
a  hundred  for  hogs. 

In  February  of  this  year,  under  sup¬ 
ported  prices,  the  situation  was  a  whole 
lot  different.  Farmers  were  getting 
27.5  cents  a  pound  for  cotton;  $1.16  a 
bushel  for  corn;  $1.93  a  bushel  for  wheat; 
and  $16.60  a  hundred  for  hogs. 

Ask  the  farmers  down  South,  out  West, 
up  North,  back  East  what  the  difference 
between  those  figures  means  to  them. 
The  farmers  will  tell  you  that  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  unsupported  prices  and 
supported  prices  is  the  difference  between 
the  hardest  kind  of  poverty  and  a  decent 
standard  of  living. 

We  cannot  let  the  farmer  down.  We 
cannot  show  the  slightest  hesitation 
about  approving  this  request  for  funds. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  little  more  about  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation — about 
W'hat  it  means  to  nonfarmers  as  well  as  to 
the  people  who  produce  the  food  and 
fiber  required  by  this  great  Nation  and 
other  nations  of  the  world. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
organized  in  1933,  was  given  broad  pow¬ 
ers  to  stabilize  prices  of  farm  commodi¬ 
ties.  Its  operations  were  successful  right 
from  the  start.  Its  resources  and  the  in¬ 
telligent  way  its  activities  in  the  field  of 
agricultural  prices  were  handled  gave 
farmers  the  confidence  they  needed. 
The  Corporation  can  be  given  great  cred¬ 
it  for  the  part  it  played  in  lifting  the  ag¬ 
ricultural  segment  of  our  economy  out  of 
the  depression. 

From  1933  up  to  the  beginning  of  the 
war,  the  Corporation’s  principal  job  was 
price  support.  During  those  years  it  ac¬ 
quired  some  substantial  stocks  of  farm 
commodities — and  how  glad  we  were  that 
we  had  those  commodities  when  war 
struck.  The  grain  we  had  on  hand  was 
used  to  increase  food  supplies  so  des¬ 
perately  needed  by  us  and  our  allies. 
Other  commodities,  such  as  cotton  and 
naval  stores,  were  used  in  many  ways  to 
further  the  war  effort.  I  want  to  point 
out  here  that  the  stocks  we  acquired 
before  the  war  were  disposed  of  during 
the  war  at  a  substantial  profit.  At  the 
end  of  the  war,  on  June  30, 1946,  the  Cor¬ 
poration,  if  wartime  subsidy  costs  are 
excluded,  showed  a  profit  of  over  $100,- 
000,000. 

Beginning  in  1941,  the  Corporation 
took  on  a  special,  emergency  assign¬ 
ment — the  procurement  of  food  and  fiber 
for  war  purposes.  Starting  out  as  a 
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rather  small  operation  Involving  pro¬ 
curement  for  the  British  Government, 
the  Corporation’s  purchasing  program 
eventually  was  expanded  to  encompass 
procurement  for  all  the  Allies  of  the 
United  States,  American  armed  forces, 
and  the  civilians  of  this  country.  In 
1945,  the  Corporation  delivered  for  war 
purposes  commodities  having  a  value  of 
$2,600,000,000.  That  was  an  average  of 
about  $7,000,000  per  day. 

Congress  gave  the  Corporation  another 
emergency  assignment  during  the  war — 
the  consumer  subsidy  program.  The 
objective  of  this  program  was  to  help 
farmers  maintain  or  increase  production 
in  the  face  of  rising  production  costs. 
Through  payments  made  by  the  Cor¬ 
poration  under  this  program — ^plus  pay¬ 
ments  made  by  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation — the  Government 
was  able  to  hold  prices  of  food  at  levels 
established  by  the  OflBce  of  Price  Ad¬ 
ministration.  Stable  prices  meant  a  lot 
to  consumers  during  the  war. 

While  all  this  other  wartime  activity 
was  going  on,  the  Corporation  had  price- 
support  ready  to  assure  farmers  that 
high-level  production  would  not  mean  a 
crash  in  market  prices.  And  price  sup¬ 
port  can  be  credited  with  contributing 
much  to  the  phenomenal  production  rec¬ 
ords  farmers  set  during  the  war.  Price 
support  gave  farmers  confidence  that 
their  Government  was  back  of  them. 
Actually,  however,  little  support  was 
necessary.  Wartime  demand  boosted 
prices  of  most  commodities  well  above 
support  levels. 

The  end  of  the  war  altered  the  pattern 
of  the  Corporation’s  activities  in  several 
major  respects. 

Consumer  subsidy  operations,  for  one 
thing,  were  slowed  down  greatly.’  By  Oc¬ 
tober  1947,  they  were  completely  term¬ 
inated. 

At  the  same  time,  relief  exports  were 
stepped  up,  because  agriculture  in  Eu¬ 
rope  and  Asia  was  hanging  on  the  ropes 
at  the  end  of  the  war.  We  had  two  rea¬ 
sons  for  wanting  to  export  maximum 
quantities  of  food.  We  had  a  humani¬ 
tarian,  Christian  interest  in  feeding  hun¬ 
gry  men,  women,  and  children.  We  also 
had  a  practical,  self-seeking  interest  in 
changing  the  mental  climate  of  several 
areas  abroad  so  as  to  stop  the  spread  of 
communism.  We  were  not  too  success¬ 
ful,  as  it  turned  out,  in  stopping  com¬ 
munism  in  Asia;  but  we  have  done  a  good 
job  in  Europe.  Certainly  we  deserve  an 
A  for  effort  everywhere.  Exports  of  food 
rose  from  17,399,000  long  tons  in  the  fiscal 
year  1946  to  22,107,000  long  tons  in  the 
fiscal  year  1949.  Compare  that  last 
figure  with  the  1935-39  average  of  only 
4.223,000  long  tons. 

The  price-support  picture  began  to 
change  markedly  in  1947.  Despite  rec¬ 
ord  exports,  despite  a  record  domestic 
consumption,  the  pressure  of  large  crops 
began  to  be  felt.  Large  crops  in  1948 
and  1949  have  brought  price  support  to 
the  fore  again  as  the  Corporation’s  ma¬ 
jor  activity.  In  helping  agriculture  make 
the  transition  from  war  to  peace — in 
carrying  out  the  will  of  Congress— the 
Corporation  has  found  it  necessary  the 
past  2  or  3  years  to  engaga  in  price  sup¬ 
port  on  an  unprecedented  scale. 


It  is  true  that  the  Corporation,  in 
carrying  out  the  law,  has  taken  some 
losses  on  some  commodities.  Congress 
cannot  ignore  those  losses.  Something 
will  have  to  be  done  about  potatoes. 
And  there  has  been  a  considerable  loss 
on  eggs. 

But  when  it  comes  to  the  basic  com¬ 
modities — cotton,  corn,  wheat,  tobacco, 
rice,  and  peanuts — the  cost  record  is 
very  good.  From  1933  through  Janu¬ 
ary  31,  1950,  the  Corporation  made  a 
net  profit  of  $206,000,000  on  cotton 
alone.  The  net  profit  on  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  as  a  whole  during  this  period 
was  about  $64,000,000.  This  proves  that 
price-support  activities  do  not  necessar¬ 
ily  have  to  be  carried  on  at  a  loss. 

All  in  all,  the  Corporation  has  dis¬ 
charged  its  responsibilities  excellently 
within  the  framework  of  the  legislation 
laid  down  by  Congress.  It  has  observed 
the  letter  as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the  law. 
When  the  law,  for  example,  says  that  the 
Corporation  is  to  use  the  facilities  of  pri¬ 
vate  trade  to  the  maximum  extent  pos¬ 
sible,  the  Corporation  has  operated  in 
accordance  with  this  mandate. 

But  we  have  a  more  serious  fact  to  face 
here  today — an  urgent  fact.  The  Cor¬ 
poration,  in  carrying  out  programs  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  by  this  Congress 
has  come  close  to  the  end  of  its  financial 
rope.  The  Corporation,  since  1945,  has 
had  a  borrowing  power  of  $4,750,000,000. 
That  sounds  like  a  lot  of  money.  It  is 
a  lot  of  money.  But  the  Corporation,  in 
carrying  out  programs  laid  down  by  Con¬ 
gress,  has  had  to  engage  in  some  ex¬ 
tremely  large  operations — so  large,  in 
fact,  that  a  borrowing  power  of  even  $4,- 
750,000,000  will  no  longer  do  the  job. 

At  the  end  of  January,  the  Corporation 
had  almost  $4,000,000,000  of  its  funds 
tied  up  in  price  support — funds  repre¬ 
senting  the  value  of  inventories  acquired 
and  loans  outstanding.  Don’t  think  of 
this  sum  as  a  loss,  as  money  that  has 
gone  and  never  will  return.  A  large  part 
of  it  is  tied  up  in  loans  to  farmers  and 
in  commodities  held  in  storage.  As  I 
pointed  out  earlier,  the  Corporation 
made  a  profit  during  the  war  on  its  hold¬ 
ings.  And  a  couple  of  bad  crop  years  in 
a  row  could  completely  change  the  pres¬ 
ent  price-support  picture. 

But  let  us  face  the  situation  that  con¬ 
fronts  us  today.  It  is  expected  that  the 
Corporation  will  have  in  use  this  spring 
a  total  of  over  $4,300,000,000,  primarily 
in  the  support  of  1949  and  prior  crops. 
Net  recoveries  may  reduce  the  amount 
in  use  to  about  $3,900,000,000  by  June  30, 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  But  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  borrowing  authority  available  is 
not  suflBcient  to  permit  the  Corporation 
to  meet  its  price-support  obligations  on 
1950  crops. 

Farmers  want  to  know  what  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  do  about  increasing  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  borrowing  power.  And  they  have 
a  right  to  know.  They  have  made  their 
production  plans.  They  have  bought 
their  seed  and  fertilizer.  Yet  they  hesi¬ 
tate  because  we  are  hesitating.  And 
here  it  is — past  the  middle  of  March. 

I  say  that  we  cannot  afford  to  hesitate 
any  longer  in  granting  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  the  funds  it  needs  to 
carry  out  operations  this  Congress  has 


written  into  law.  We  cannot  afford  to 
take  a  single  chance  on  the  success  of 
the  price-support  program.  Therefore, 
I  recommend  the  passage — the  prompt 
passage — of  H.  R.  6567. 

If  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
does  n9t  need  the  $2,000,000,000  to  carry 
out  the  farm  program  passed  by  Con¬ 
gress,  it  cannot  loan,  use,  or  waste  the 
amount  that  is  needed  to  carry  out  the 
wishes  of  Congi-ess. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  4  of  the 
act  approved  March  8,  1938  (52  Stat.  108),  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$4,'i50,- 
000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
‘‘$6,750,000,000.” 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows ; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cole  of  Kansas: 
Amend  the  bill  by  adding  thereto  a  new  sec¬ 
tion,  reading  as  follows: 

“Section  1.  The  last  paragraph  of  section 
6  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Charter  Act  (Public  Law  806,  80th  Cong.)  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Corporation 
in  the  handling  and  disposition  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  which  it  has  acquired  (ex¬ 
cept  disposition  to  other  Government  agen¬ 
cies)  to  utilize  the  usual  and  customary 
channels  of  trade  and  commerce,  including 
the  employment  of  dealers  and  commission 
merchants  for  such  services  as  are  ordinarily 
performed  for  hire  in  the  course  of  private 
commercial  handling  and  disposition  of  like 
commodities;  provided,  however,  that  noth¬ 
ing  contained  in  this  paragraph  shall  change 
or  impair  any  of  the  powers  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  as  provided  elsewhere  in  this  act.’  ” 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
at  the  beginning  of  the  debate  today  I 
said  that  everyone  concerned  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  probab¬ 
ly — and  I  now  add  the  word  “probably” 
in  view  of  the  subsequent  debate — agrees 
with  the  objectives  attempted  to  be  ob¬ 
tained  by  this  amendment.  These  ob¬ 
jectives  are  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  not  drive  out  of  busi¬ 
ness  farmers’  cooperatives  or  marketing 
cooperatives  or  small- business  men  who 
have  been  in  the  business  of  handling 
the  grain  trade  for  a  100  years. 

Some  statements  have  been  made  on 
the  floor,  and  I  am  sure  the  Members 
who  have  made  them  have  done  so  with¬ 
out  examining  the  facts,  in  connection 
with  the  profit  to  be  obtained  by  the  use 
of  private  facilities  or  the  private  grain 
trade  in  the  operation  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

Let  me  make  it  perfectly  clear  that 
there  is  no  intent  and  no  effort  on  the 
part  of  myself  or  any  of  the  other  peo¬ 
ple  in  favor  of  this  legislation  to  do  the 
slightest  thing  to  hinder  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  the  usual  and 
necessary  functions  of  its  business  in 
supporting  the  prices  of  the  farmers. 

The  statement  was  made  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Patm.-vn]  that 
the  cost  in  Kansas  City  alone,  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted,  would  be  greater 
than  the  entire  administration  of  the 
office  in  Kansas  City.  I  challenged  that 
statement  then  and  I  chall:nge  it  now. 
These  matters  can  be  handled  by  the 
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grain  trade  by  the  usual  facilities  for 
handling  and  disposition  of  this  grain 
and  of  other  commodities  for  less  money 
and  more  efficiently  than  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  can  do  it  itself. 

My  esteemed  colleague  from  Kansas 
and  I  seem  to  have  a  difference  of  opin¬ 
ion  in  connection  with  this  bill.  Let  me 
point  out  that  this  bill  does  not  provide 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  use  the  customary  channels  of  the 
business  in  the  acquisition  of  their  grain. 
They  may  continue  in  the  acquisition,  if 
the  amendment  is  adopted,  in  the  future 
as  they  have  in  the  past. 

There  is  no  attempt  to  circumvent  or 
supplant  the  activities  of  the  PMA  com¬ 
mittees  as  they  are  now  set  up.  The  im¬ 
portant  objective  of  this  amendment  is 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
may  not  drive  out  of  business  these  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  there  to  serve  the  farmers. 

Some  Member  talked  a  moment  ago 
about  great  monopolies  and  people  who 
make  a  great  deal  of  profit.  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  small  elevators  of  which 
there  are  on  an  average  of  17  in  each 
County  in  Kansas.  I  am  talking  about 
the  people  who  know  how  to  do  the  job 
and  who  have  been  doing  it  for  many 
years  and  can  do  it  more  efficiently  and 
at  less  expense  than  we  are  now  doing  it. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JUDD.  The  gentleman  states 
that  his  amendment  provides  that  the 
Corporation  would  use  the  normal  chan¬ 
nels  of  trade  and  commerce  in  the 
handling  and  disposing  of  commodities 
in  its  possession.  I  would  like  to  have 
for  the  record  a  clarification  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  gentleman’s  amendment. 
It  says; 

The  Corporation  in  the  handling  and  dis¬ 
position  of  agricultural  commodities  which 
it  has  acquired - 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Of  course,  that 
means  which  it  has  acquired  or  may 
acquire  thereafter. 

Mr.  JUDD.  It  is  not  restricted  to  the 
disposition  of  those  commodities  it  has 
on  hand  on  the  date  of  the  passage  of 
this  act,  but  it  means  handling  and  dis¬ 
position  of  those  on  hand  now  and  those 
it  may  have  on  hand  at  any  time  in  the 
future? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  can  remember  back  in 
1925  in  the  Chicago  grain  market  when 
27,000,000,000  bushels  of  grain  were 
traded  in  and  the  production  that  year 
throughout  the  United  States  was  only 
5,000,000,000  bushels.  But  going  beyond 
'  the  question  of  the  elevators,  is  there 
anything  of  benefit  in  your  amendment 
to  the  grain  speculator? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  do  not  think 
there  is.  I  cannot  see  there  is  any  bene¬ 
fit  to  those  who  seek  profit  by  improper 
speculation. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  The 
grain  speculator  or  the  speculator  in 


commodities  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
gentleman’s  amendment. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  That  is  my 
point.  I  think  the  issue  is  this  and  this 
alone:  Are  we  now  ready  to  permit  this 
giant  Corporation — and  recall  that  it  will 
have  a  $7,000,000,000  authority — to 
throttle  the  farmers  and  small  business 
men?  I  hope  this  is  not  the  intention, 
but  the  results  to  date  are  most  dis¬ 
couraging. 

We  do  not  ask  the  Corporation  to  do 
anything  which  will  impede  its  opera¬ 
tions,  but  only  that  it  give  these  people 
an  opportunity  to  serve  the  farmers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  admit  I  am  not  an 
expert  in  the  handling  of  grain,  and  I 
do  not  know  all  the  intricacies  of  the 
business.  .But  I  think  I  can  read  the 
English  language.  This  bill  repeals  the 
present  act.  It  says,  “to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  performance  of  the  work  of  this  Cor¬ 
poration  it  shall  use  the  usual  and  cus¬ 
tomary  agencies  of  trade.’’ 

The  private  interests  are  not  satisfied 
with  that.  “To, the  maximum  extent 
practicable”  it  seems  to  me  would  satisfy 
them  if  they  intended  to  have  these  agen¬ 
cies  used  in  the  ordinary  and  customary 
way.  This  amendment  repeals  that.  It 
makes  it  absolutely  mandatory  that  they 
shall  use  private  agencies  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  organization.  I  am 
heartily  in  favor  of  the  use  of  private 
agencies.  I  do  not  believe  they  should 
be  invaded  when  it  is  not  practicable  to 
invade  them.  But  I  do  not  believe  in 
tying  the  hands  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  The  legal  effect  of  this  is 
that  they  must  use  these  agencies,  wheth¬ 
er  it  is  practical  or  not.  That  means 
not  only  in  the  disposition  but  in  the 
storage  of  grain  and  the  handling  of 
the  grains.  If  you  want  to  kill  this 
Corporation,  just  adopt  this  amendment. 
I  do  mot  think  you  are  doing  any  favor 
to  the  warehousemen  in  the  last  analysis. 
I  know  that  you  are  destroying  the  use¬ 
fulness  of  this  Corporation  to  the 
farmers. 

The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  so  clearly  stated  the 
effect  of  this  amendment,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  necessary  to  go  any  further. 
The.  amendment  will  do  what  he  said 
Ifc  will  do.  The  amendment  repeals  the 
substantial  effect  of  the  law  on  the  stat¬ 
ute  books  and  makes  it  absolutely  man¬ 
datory  under  any  conditions  to  use  priv¬ 
ate  enterprise  to  carry  out  the  functions 
of  this  Corporation  -whether  they  are 
available  or  not.  What  does  that  mean? 
It  means  where  there  are  no  storage  fa¬ 
cilities  which  are  privately  owned,  you 
cannot  establish  storage  facilities. 
Where  the  private  agencies  are  not  capa¬ 
ble  or  not  equipped  to  carry  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Corporation,  they  will  not 
be  carried  out.  The  question  or  the  is¬ 
sue  is  right  here  between  the  farmers 
and  the  dealer  and  commission  mer¬ 
chants  in  grain.  I  want  to  see  the  dealers 
in  grain  and  the  ^commission  merchants 
get  a  fail’  share  o*f  the  business.  I  want 


to  see  them  prosper,  but  I  do  not  want 
to  see  them  prosper  at  the  expense  of  the 
farmers. 

I  ask  that  you  vote  down  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Phillips  of 
California  to  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Cole  of  Kansas:  Following  the  word  “agen¬ 
cies”.  add  the  following:  "or  for  utilization 
in  the  school-lunch  program.” 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  actually  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  ;  but  with¬ 
out  going  into  the  details  of  that  amend¬ 
ment,  I  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment:  and  then  I  desire  to  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  a  question. 

My  amendment  is  offered  to  the  typed 
copy  of  the  Cole  amendment.  It  is  not 
clear  that  school  lunch  programs  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  disposition  of  these  com¬ 
modities  in  the  hands  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  I  read  from  the 
Cole  amendment: 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Corporation  in 
the  handling  and  disposition  of  agricultural 
commodities  which  it  has  acquired  except 
the  disposition  to  other  Government  agen¬ 
cies — 

I  have  simply  added  “and  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  in  the  school-lunch  program.” 

Certainly  there  is  no  desire  on  the  part 
of  the  House  to  put  into  the  hands  of 
middle  men  the  disposal  of  commodities 
which  are  to  be  used  in  the  school  lunch 
program. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
for  any  comment  he  cares  to  make. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  The  gentleman 
spoke  to  me  about  the  amendment  earlier 
today.  I  think  it  is  a  good  one;  it  is  all 
right. 

Mr-  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman;  I  was  sure  he  would  ap¬ 
prove  it. 

While  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  is 
on  his  feet,  may  I  ask  him  a  question? 
His  amendment  carries  the  phrase  “to 
utilize  the  usual  and  customary  channels 
of  trade  and  commerce.”  In  our  part 
of  the  country  a  great  majority  of  the 
agricultural  products  are  marketed,  as 
already  brought  out  here,  through  agri¬ 
cultural  cooperatives.  Would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  understand  that  the  phrase  “the 
utilization  of  the  usual  and  customary 
channels  of  trade,”  in  the  part  of  the 
world  in  which  many  of  us  live,  the  west 
coast,  would  mean  the  way  in  which 
these  commodities  are  customarily  mar¬ 
keted,  which  would  be  through  agricul¬ 
tural  marketing  cooperatives? 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  The  gentleman 
has  stated  it  precisely,  and  that  is  ex¬ 
actly  what  I  have  been  trying  to  say  all 
afternoon.  All  I  am  asking  for  by  this 
amendment  is  that  the  usual  and  or¬ 
dinary  channels  of  trade  be  ultilized  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
I  think  that  does  it. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Brannan’s  state¬ 
ment  about  an  amendment  like  this  is 
to  the  effect  that  there  would  be  doubt 
as  to  whether  the  corporation  could 
utilize  newly  formed  farmer  cooperatives 
where  private  trade  facilities  already 
existed;  in  other  words,  where  a  private 
trade  facility  already  existed  there  is 
doubt  in  his  mind  as  to  whether  or  not 
a  newly  formed  farmer  cooperative 
could  be  used. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  The 
statements  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  are  always  interesting. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  That  state¬ 
ment  was  made  in  connection  with  the 
so-called  Thye  amendment  which  was 
submitted  to  the  Committee.  My  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  changed  in  order  to  meet 
that  particular  contention. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Does 
that  answer  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  No;  it  does  not. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Perhaps 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  can  suggest 
a  further  clarification. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  my 
position  clear  in  connection  with  this  bill. 
I  am  not  condoning  some  of  the  things 
which  have  taken  place  in  the  past  year 
in  the  operation  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  not  done  the  most  ef¬ 
ficient  job  that  could  be  done  either  in 
the  handling  of  settlement  of  contacts 
with  elevators  or  in  the  disposition  of 
their  commodities.  There  are  many 
reasons  for  that  which  I  do  not  think 
I  should  go  into  this  afternoon;  but  be¬ 
cause  of  that,  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair 
for  me,  thinking  in  terms  of  my  farm 
neighbors,  to  place  upon  this  bill,  a  bill 
which  has  meant  so  much,  restrictions 
that  will  hamstring  the  operation  of  the 
program  and  make  ineffective  and  un¬ 
workable. 

When  we  market  our  grain  we  make 
use  of  our  local  marketing  facilities. 
When  these  facilities  are  not  able  to 
handle  our  grain,  as  has  been  the  case 
many  times  in  the  past,  it  has  been 
necessary  for  us  to  make  use  of  these 
commodity  credit  loans.  These  com¬ 
modity  credit  loans  in  our  county  are  ad¬ 
ministered  by  PMA  committeemen,  lo¬ 
cally  elected  farmer  committeemen  who 
are  doing  a  real  outstanding  job  of  ad¬ 
ministration.  They  understand  the 
problem  very  well. 

With  this  amendment  attached  to  this 
bill  it  would  make  the  administration 
of  the  program  absolutely  unworkable 
and  impossible  for  them.  There  should 
be  no  misunderstanding  about  that; 
that  is  exactly  what  it  would  do. 

In  marketing  grain  in  our  local  com¬ 
munities  we  use  those  facilities  available 
to  us.  Many  times  we  are  forced  to 
market  our  grain  when  the  market  is 
glutted.  That  means  that  facilities  are 
not  available  for  the  handling  of  the 


crop  being  marketed.  I  am  talking  about 
the  local  elevators.  If  we  place  the  ad¬ 
ditional  burden  in  some  spots  upon  those 
facilities  of  handling  the  grain  which  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  would  impose,  it  would 
create  a  collapse  in  that  local  market 
because  they  would  not  be  in  a  position 
to  handle  so  much  of  the  commodity  at 
one  time. 

In  Minnesota  it  was  very  difficult  to 
know,  for  example,  last  fall  what  the 
price  of  corn  would  have  been  had  this 
amendment  been  in  effect.  The  mat¬ 
ter  of  the  Commodity  Credit  being  able 
to  contract  for  space,  going  into  local 
centers  and  making  loans  is  the  thing 
that  helped  sustain  that  market.  Many 
times  in  local  communities  it  does  not 
require  facilities  for  a  large  volume  of 
grain  handling,  but  it  does  require  that 
the  grain  be  properly  handled.  If  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  cannot  deal  in 
this  sort  of  proposition,  then  the  farmer 
out  there  is  placed  at  the  great  disad¬ 
vantage  of  not  having  a  proper  support 
for  his  farm  program. 

We  can  pass  all  the  farm-support 
legislation  we  desire  here  in  the  Con¬ 
gress,  but  there  is  some  place  these  com¬ 
modities  must  go.  When  the  farmer 
takes  the  grain  in  his  truck  to  town  that 
grain  has  to  be  put  in  storage.  If  the 
local  elevator  is  loaded  during  that  time 
of  the  marketing  season  so  that  it  cannot 
handle  the  grain,  it  means  that  the 
price  at  that  local  point  is  severely 
dropped.  There  are  some  people  who, 
if  they  want  to  be  selfish,  and  there  are 
a  few  of  these  in  the  grain  trade,  can 
force  the  price  down  in  that  local  mar¬ 
ket.  If  there  is  no  possibility  of  main¬ 
taining  Government-owned  storage 
space  when  private  facilities  are  not 
available,  the  farmer  can  get  absolutely 
no  value  from  the  price-support  program 
in  that  locality.  That  has  happened, 
and  the  record  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
will  show  that  all  local  facilities  have 
been  used  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  where  available.  When 
that  has  happened  the  only  thing  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  do 
to  help  protect  the  farmer  in  that  lo¬ 
cality  was  to  contract  for  and  maintain 
storage  space.  That  is  absolutely  the 
only  thing  that  could  be  done.  If  you 
are  going  to  take  that  away  from  your 
program,  why  have  an  unworkable  price- 
support  program? 

I  would  like  also  to  make  one  state¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  elevators.  I 
am  thoroughly  familiar  with  what  hap¬ 
pened  to  elevators  before  we  had  the 
Commodity  Credit  program.  Every  co¬ 
operative  elevator,  every  elevator  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  has  profited  in  the  han¬ 
dling  of  grain  through  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  if  they  have  en¬ 
tered  into  an  agreement  with  that 
agency.  The  elevators  were  going  bank¬ 
rupt  by  the  hundred  until  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  came  into  effect.  The  price- 
support  program  is  needed;  let  us  de¬ 
feat  the  amendment  so  that  the  program 
will  work  for  the  purpose  intended: 
to  sustain  farm  income  for  the  national 
welfare.  ^ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Phillips]  to  the 


amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Phillips  of  Cali¬ 
fornia)  there  were — ayes  65,  noes  84. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Johnson  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cole  of  Kansas: 
After  the  word  “merchants”  add  the  words 
“and  farmer  cooperatives.” 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
part  of  the  country  I  come  from  we  have 
large  fruit  crops.  We  do  not  have  farm 
supports  but  we  get  the  benefit  of  section 
32  funds  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act.  One  of  the  products 
that  is  in  surplus  supply  and  has  been 
for  a  number  of  years  is  the  well-known 
fruit  known  as  the  prune.  There  are 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars’  worth 
of  prunes  in  the  warehouses  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  I  want  to  be 
sure,  if  this  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  should 
pass,  that  in  selling  those  prunes  the 
CCC  will  use  the  cooperative  that  handles 
that  particular  product.  It  has  been  in 
business  for  a  long  time  and  they  know 
all  the  outlets  and  know  all  the  tricks  of 
the  trade.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  could 
Interpret  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  to 
mean  that  they  would  have  to  hire  com¬ 
mission  merchants  or  other  similar  serv¬ 
ices  to  get  rid  of  this  fruit,  disregarding 
the  cooperative  which  was  organized  to 
market  this  fruit.  All  I  want  to  be  sure 
of  is  that,  in  the  event  this  amendment 
passes,  it  will  have  in  it  a  provision  that 
in  handling  certain  types  of  commodities 
the  farmers’  cooperatives,  whether  they 
are  in  existence  or  will  be  hereafter 
formed,  that  market  the  various  fruits, 
will  be  utilized  to  get  rid  of  the  crop  and 
recoup  some  of  the  Government’s  money 
invested  in  it. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  COLE  of  Kansas.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  correct.  Certainly,  there  is  no 
effort,  as  I  said  before,  to  circumvent  the 
usual  channels  of  trade,  and  that  is  the 
usual  channel  of  trade.  Therefore  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  COMBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  COMBS.  Are  your  cooperatives 
handling  prunes  having  any  difficulty 
now  under  existing  law  in  disposing  of 
the  commodity? 

D'fr.  JOHNSON.  They  are  not;  ex¬ 
cept  this,  the  surplus  is  so  great  that  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  hav¬ 
ing  a  hard  time  disposing  of  it. 

Mr.  COMBS.  This  problem  that  you 
envision  in  the  Cole  amendment  is  not 
in  existing  law  or  in  this  bill  as  it  stands? 
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Mr.  JOHNSON.  No.  There  is  no 
trouble  the  way  it  is  being  handled  now, 
so  far  as  we  are  concerned. 

Mr.  COMBS.  If  the  Cole  amendment 
is  not  adopted,  then  you  do  not  antici¬ 
pate  the  trouble  you  are  shooting  at  with 
your  amendment? 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  That  may  be  true, 
but  I  want  my  amendment  if  the  Cole 
amendment  should  pass. 

Unfortunately,  the  discussion  of  some 
of  these  things  got  into  politics.  I  do  not 
.think  that  the  agricultural  problem  is 
a  political  problem.  I  just  mentioned, 
when  I  interrupted  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  to  say  that  in  1910, 
after  Hiram  Johnson  was  elected  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  California,  in  the  following  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  legislature  in  1911  we  passed 
what  I  think  is  the  pioneer  cooperative 
marketing  program  in  the  United  States. 
The  man  who  operated  the  agency  was 
Mr.  Harris  Weinstock,  a  noted  merchant 
of  California.  The  attorney  for  the 
agency  was  a  young  man  at  that  time, 
Aaron  Shapiro,  and  he  worked  on  the 
administration  of  the  act  and  made  it  a 
very  practical  proposition.  This  young 
lawyer  was  called  to  various  parts  of  the 
United  States  and  wrote  literally  doz¬ 
ens  and  dozens  of  Idws  in  all  parts  of 
the  Union  with  the  California  law  as  a 
model.  I  merely  mention  that  to  show 
you  that  cooperative  marketing  in  our 
part  of  the  world  is  40  years  old,  and  we 
think  it  is  a  very  important  factor  in 
our  economic  life.  It  has  never  been  in 
politics,  although  started  by  Republican 
legislature  and  signed  by  a  Republican 
governor. 

We  have  cooperatives  in  almost  every 
type  of  agricultural  product,  and  they 
are  doing  a  splendid  and  an  excellent 
job.  For  instance,  last  year  the  grape 
growers  that  grow  Tokay  grapes  faced 
a  rather  disastrous-looking  situation. 
They  took  hold  of  the  job  and  restricted 
the  output  as  far  as  it  went  into  the 
market  for  table  grapes  and  handled 
their  situation  well,  and  made  a  reason¬ 
able  profit  on  the  table  grapes  and  put 
the  other  grapes  into  wine.  We  have  co¬ 
operative  wineries  also,  and  they  are  do¬ 
ing  a  good  job. 

The  cooperative  movement,  to  my 
mind,  is  the  most  healthy  and  optimistic 
part  of  our  California  economy.  These 
groups  of  people  have  joined  together 
voluntarily  to  discipline  themselves, 
raise  the  standard  of  their  particular 
products,  and  to  get  a  fair  price  for  their 
products  in  the  market. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  I  offered  will  receive  your  fa¬ 
vorable  consideration. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  phrase  “usual  and 
customary  channels  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce”  will  include  cooperatives.  The 
only  point  that  I  raised,  and  the  one  that 
Secretary  Brannan  commented  on,  was 
this:  that  if  you  have  a  dealer  and  you 
have  a  commission  merchant  in  a  town 
and  they  are  getting  all  this  business,  if 
the  farmers  organize  a  new  farmer  coop¬ 
erative,  why,  under  this  provision  they 
could  not  be  dealt  with,  because  they 
would  not  have  been  the  usual  and  cus¬ 
tomary  people  who  had  been  handling 


this  business.  So  you  do  not  need  the 
word  “cooperative”  in  there  at  all. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  The  point  is  that  if 
it  is  not  the  law  at  the  time  the  com¬ 
pany  is  organized,  they  cannot  buy. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Well,  they  would  not 
have  been  customarily  used  in  the  past 
for  business. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Why  will  that  phrase 
not  apply  to  anybody  at  the  time  they  go 
into  operation? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  You  just  have  to  use 
the  common-sense  language  of  it,  that 
is  all. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I -yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  seems 
to  me  there  is  a  difference  between  chan¬ 
nels  and  institutions.  The  channel  is 
the  method.  It  does  not  apply  to  any 
particular  company  or  firm. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Anyway,  I  am  not  go¬ 
ing  to  spend  any  more  time  on  that. 

This  amendment  is  bad.  It  will  take 
the  heart  out  of  this  bill.  You  might 
just  as  well  kill  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  if  you  are  going  to  turn  it 
over  to  a  bunch  of  middlemen,  because 
all  of  them  are  not  sympathetic  with  the 
law,  and  many  of  them  will  try  to  scuttle 
it.  A  vote  for  this  amendment  is  a  vote 
against  the  bill. 

Mr.  A.  S.  Goss,  master  of  the  National 
Grange,  said  this  about  a  similar  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  Senate,  and  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  protest  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  that  they  are  not  similar,  I  say 
that  they  are  similar.  This  amendment 
is  just  as  far-reaching  as  the  amendment 
'  put  on  in  the  Senate.  For  that  reason 
they  had  to  recommit  the  whole  bill  to 
try  to  get  rid  of  it. 

This  is  what  Mr.  Goss  said: 

We  believe  the  bill  should  also  be  amended 
to  eliminate  these  sections  which  would 
channel  all  operations  through  the  grain 
trade,  who  might  easily  wreck  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  esssential  stabilization  operations  or 
make  them  prohibitively  expensive. 

That  is  just  as  plain  as  you  can  write 
the  English  language. 

Mr.  SUTTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  SUTTON.  Is  it  not  a  matter  of 
fact  that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  would  add  addi¬ 
tional  cost  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration’s  cost  of  handling? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Certainly.  The  case 
in  Kansas  City  is  on  all  fours  with  that. 
In  Kansas  City  last  year  they  handled 
in  one  transaction  30,000,000  bushels  of 
grain.  The  customary  charges  were  a 
cent  and  a  half  a  bushel.  That  is  $450,- 
000  that  the  Government  would  have 
had  to  pay  right  there  on  the  grain 
transaction.  Nothwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  office  in  Kan¬ 
sas  City  handled  tens  of  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  worth  of  business  involving  every¬ 
thing,  the  total  expense  of  that  office  last 
year  was  only  $425,000,  so  here  you  would 
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be  making  a  charge  which  would  add 
onto  our  deficit  more  in  one  transaction 
than  the  entire  office  cost  in  a  year  in 
Kansas  City. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Does  the  statement 
by  Mr.  Goss  refer  to  the  so  called  Thye 
amendment,  to  which  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]  referred  just  a 
minute  ago? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  It  does.  It  refers  to 
any  amendment  which  would  channel 
all  operations  through  the  grain  trade. 
This  amendment  would  channel  all  op¬ 
erations  through  the  grain  trade,  “who 
might  easily  wreck  the  Corporation’s  es¬ 
sential  stabilization  operations,”  Mr. 
Goss  said,  “or  make  them  prohibitively 
expensive.”  So  this  amendment  must 
be  defeated.  It  would  take  the  heart  out 
of  the  bill,  it  would  ruin  it.  It  would  be 
guaranteeing  a  profit  to  the  speculator, 
the  middlemen’s  middleman,  and  forget¬ 
ting  the  farmers.  This  is  a  farmers’  bill, 
not  a  middlemen’s  bill. 

Mr.  O’SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  O’SULLIVAN.  I  want  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  gentleman  on  his  fine  discus¬ 
sion  of  this  matter.  I  am  sure  he  is 
right.  I  agree  with  him  that  this 
amendment  ought  to  be  defeated,  be¬ 
cause  it  does  not  have  one  good  thing 
in  it.  It  is  a  most  skillfully  destructive 
piece  of  legislation  which  will  not  help 
labor  and  will  injure  farmers  by  destroy¬ 
ing  the  usefulness  and  efiaciency  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
examtly  right.  I  hope  the  amendment 
is  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  Cole 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  could  use  the  facilities  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Cole  amendment  if  they 
elected  to  do  so,  because  existing  law 
gives  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  the  right  to  use  existing  trade  fa¬ 
cilities  as  far  as  practicable. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Does  the  gentleman  be¬ 
lieve  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
should  be  compelled  to  pay  cash  com¬ 
missions  to  the  cash  commission  mer¬ 
chants  in  the  terminal  markets  when 
they  do  not  perform  any  services  and 
cannot  perform  any  services  on  grain 
that  has  already  been  taken  over  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation?  That  is 
the  only  issue  here. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Let 
me  point  out  what  services  can  be  per¬ 
formed  through  the  regular  channels. 
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In  the  first  place,  services  are  per¬ 
formed  by  the  country  elevators,  both 
cooperative  and  private  elevators.  They 
favor  this  amendment.  One  of  the  lead¬ 
ing  supporters  of  the  administration,  a 
farm  organization,  is  the  Farmers  Union. 
The  Farmers  Union  is  for  this  amend¬ 
ment.  They  want  this  passed  so  that 
they  v/ill  have  a  chance  to  share  in  the 
business  of  handling  and  channeling  this 
gram  to  the  CCC. 

What  services  do  they  perform  and 
what  services  are  performed  by  the  so- 
called  commission  grain  merchant?  He 
is  not  a  speculator.  He  is  simply  a 
handler  of  grain  which  is  sold  in  the  nor¬ 
mal  channels  of  trade  from  the  farmer  to 
the  ultimate  receiver  of  the  grain,  which 
in  this  instance  would  be  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

In  the  first  place,  the  commission 
grain  merchant  and  the  elevator  oper¬ 
ator  would  handle  the  invoices  and  the 
receipts  of  the  grain,  handle  the  weights, 
determine  the  grades,  pay  the  freight, 
and  perform  every  other  service,  includ¬ 
ing  making  settlement  with  the  farmer 
who  is  to  receive  the  money  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  In 
other  words,  I  am  convinced  that  the 
grain  merchants,  who  have  the  experi¬ 
ence  in  the  handling  of  grain,  would  do 
a  better  job  of  it  than  the  CCC  at  less 
cost.  The  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope!  is  in  error  when  he  assumes  that 
the  country  elevator  operator  and  grain 
merchant,  would  not  perform  any  serv¬ 
ice.  I  am  sui’e  that  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  does  not  propose  to  drive  all 
grain  merchants  out  of  business  and 
that  country  elevators  be  only  used  as 
Government  storage  bins.  The  elevators, 
cooperatives  and  private,  are  performing 
valuable  service  in^the  marketing  of  the 
farmers’  grain,  and  they  are  entitled  to 
receive  consideration  at  the  hands  of  the 
Government,  instead  of  being  driven  out 
of  business. 

It  is  claimed  here  and  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope], 
said  that  the  commission  charges  would 
be  2  cents  a  bushel.  I  am  reliably  in¬ 
formed  that  the  elevators  and  commis¬ 
sion  merchants  have  offered  to  handle 
this  business  at  1  cent  a  bushel.  Let  us 
see  what  the  situation  is  throughout  the 
Middle  West  where  I  happen  to  live. 
All  of  the  grain  is  being  handled  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  in  Min¬ 
neapolis.  The  farmers  who  sold  their 
grain  to  the  CCC  as  far  back  as  June 
of  last  year  have  not  received  settlement 
for  the  grain  which  they  turned  over  to 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
through  the  PMA  committees.  They 
are  still  waiting  for  the  returns.  They 
do  not  know  what  the  weights  are  or 
what  the  grades  will  be.  They  do  not 
know  how  much  they  are  going  to  re¬ 
ceive  for  their  grain  which  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  took  over. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
have  put  on  over  500  employees  in 
Minneapolis  to  try  to  clear  up  this  mess 
which  could  have  been  so  easily  avoided, 
if  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
had  used  the  regular  channels  of  trade 
going  through  the  elevators  and  the 
regular  grain  merchants.  The  CCC  pay 
roll  in  Minneapolis  to  handle  this  mess 
that  we  find  ourselves  in  is  running  very 


large.  Many  of  the  employees  are  in¬ 
experienced  and  they  are  having  a  great 
deal  of  difficulty  to  straighten  out  this 
mess  from  the  1949  grain  crop. 

There  is  only  1  cent  a  bushel  involved 
for  the  CCC  to  use  the  normal  and  cus¬ 
tomary  channels  of  trade  where  the 
farmer  would  receive  settlement  within 
24  hours  after  he  had  delivered  his  grain 
through  these  normal  channels  of  trade. 
I  recognize  th’at  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  officials  state  they  do  not  want 
to  become  the  buying  and  merchandising 
agency  to  handle  farm  products.  That 
is  all  right,  but  loo’-  at  the  way  it  is  work¬ 
ing.  The  CCC  is  reputting  on  thousands 
of  Government  employees  throughout 
the  country,  building  themselves  up  as  a 
big  buying  and  merchandising  organiza¬ 
tion  and  they  refuse  to  use  the  normal 
channels  of  trade.  I  am. satisfied  that 
the  CCC  could  work  out  a  satisfactory 
arrangement  with  regular  grain  han¬ 
dlers  and  dealers,  so  that  Government 
would  save  a  substantial  sum  of  money 
in  the  handling  of  Government  pur¬ 
chased  grain. 

If  this  amendment  does  not  pass,  I 
would  suggest  that  the  CCC  work  out 
some  satisfactory  arrangement  with  ele¬ 
vator  operators  and  grain  merchants  in 
an  effort  to  reduce  costs  and  perform  a 
better  service  for  the  farmers. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
arise  in  opposition  to  the  Cole  amend¬ 
ment. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
seems  to  me  as  if  our  friends  on  the  left 
side  of  the  aisle  are  making  the  mistake 
they  made  just  a  few  years  ago.  It 
strikes  me  also  that  their  memories  are 
rather  short.  When  our  Republican 
friends  were  in  control  of  the  House  a 
couple  of  years  ago  restrictions  were 
placed  on  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  with  regard  to  constructing 
warehousing. 

You  will  recall  that  fall  that  millions 
of  bushels  of  grain  and  many  other 
commodities  were  piled  on  the  ground 
throughout  the  Midwest  and  the  farmers 
could  not  receive  the  benefits  of  the  loan 
program  because  warehousing  was  not 
available.  Today  if  the  Cole  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted  requiring  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  to  go  through  the 
regular  channels  of  trade  you  put  into 
the  hands  of  warehousemen  the  same 
power  of  restricting  the  availability  of 
the  farm  program  to  the  farmers.  We 
had  an  election  shortly  after  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  was  pro¬ 
hibited  from  building  warehouses  before, 
and  I  think  you  will  recall  what  hap¬ 
pened  as  a  result  of  the  dissatisfaction 
of  the  farmers  because  of  their  inability 
to  receive  the  benefits  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  which  they  attributed  to  the  re¬ 
strictions  which  had  been  imposed  upon 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Last  year  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency  brought  into  the  House  a 
bill  which  permitted  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  build  warehouses. 
I  supported  that  bill,  which  became  law 
not  because  I  "wanted  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  build  warehouses 
to  put  private  enterprise  out  of  business. 


I  believe  if  there  is  any  way  to  get  the 
regular  trade  to  provide  the  storage 
space  then  it  should  be  used.  However, 
it  was  my  belief  that  the  best  way  to  get 
private  enterprise  to  provide  storage 
was  for  the  CCC,  to  have  the  right  to 
build  in  order  to  cause  the  folks  in  the 
warehouse  business  to  cooperate  and 
make  their  storage  available  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  the  country  so  that  they  can  re¬ 
ceive  the  benefits  of  the  loan  program. 
We  had  the  officers  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  before  our  subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  Appropriations. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  so 
far  as  building  warehouses  is  concerned, 
has  agreed  that  it  will  not  use  the  fact 
that  those  in  the  warehouse  trade  may 
demand  exorbitant  prices  as  an  excuse 
to  build  Government  warehouses,  but 
that  they  will  give  the  private  trade  an 
opportunity  to  provide  storage  at  rea¬ 
sonable  rates  and  then  if  the  industry 
will  not  make  such  storage  space  avail¬ 
able  for  farmers  the  CCC  will  provide 
warehousing  space.  As  long  as  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  the  right  to  do  that  they 
have  the  power  of  bargaining  to  get  rea¬ 
sonable  rates  and  a  means  of  urging 
those  in  private  business  to  make  their 
grain  elevators  ''and  other  warehouses 
available  to  farmers  so  that  they  can 
obtain  loans.  The  present  act  states 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  use  the  regular  channels  of  trade 
as  far  as  it  is  practical  to  do  so.  It 
may  be  that  they  have  not  used  the  reg¬ 
ular  channels  of  trade  as  much  as  they 
should;  and  if  they  have  not,  we  should 
see  to  it  that  they  do  use  the  regular 
channels  to  the  full  extent  intended  un¬ 
der  the  law.  But  to  requme  that  they 
use  the  regular  charmels  of  trade  is  to 
play  right  into  the  hands  of  the  people 
in  the  warehouse  business  and  to  per¬ 
mit  a  few  associations  to  prevent  the 
farmers  from  receiving  the  full  benefit 
of  the  farm-support  program  that  we 
have,  not  to  mention  the  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  such  provision  would  add  to  the 
costs  of  the  farm  programs. 

The  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr, 
August  H.  Andresen]  said  that  these  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  trade  out  in  Minneapolis  have 
agreed  to  handle  this  wheat  at  1  cent  a 
bushel  rather  than  at  2  cents  per  bushel. 
Why?  They  have  agreed  because  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  not  re¬ 
quired  to  use  them.  The  CCC  is  in  posi¬ 
tion  to  bargain.  But  if  you  require  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  use 
the  regular  channels  of  trade,  what  way 
is  there  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  obtain  reasonable  rates  from 
the  trade?  If,  therefore,  you  pass  the 
Cole  amendment,  as  I  see  it  you  are  put¬ 
ting  into  the  hands  of  the  warehouse 
people  the  right  to  cripple  and  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  operation  of  your  present  price- 
support  program.  In  addition,  you  are 
putting  into  their  hands  the  power  to 
fix  the  rates  and  the  commissions  that 
they  will  charge  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

In  the  last  few  years  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  been  charged 
with  a  great  many  millions  of  dollars  on 
commodities  which  have  gone  into  the 
Marshall  plan  or  ECA  because  they  have 
been  required  to  sell  commodities  below 
the  amount  of  money  that  the  CCC  had 
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invested  in  such  commodities.  These 
commodities  should  have  been  chai’ged 
to  the  EGA  program  at  the  cost  to  us 
and  not  to  agriculture.  I  say  to  you  that 
if  you  adopt  the  Cole  amendment  that 
you  are  placing  on  the  farm  program  of 
this  country  tremendous  costs  which  are 
charged  up  to  agriculture  but  which 
should  not  properly  be  so  charged.  These 
payments  would  go  to  the  so-called  mid¬ 
dlemen  in  the  regular  channels  of  trade 
in  cases  where  actually  no  service  would 
be  needed  and  in  many  cases  no  service 
actually  performed. 

The  present  law  directs  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  to  use  the  regular 
channels  of  trade  where  their  services 
can  be  utilized. 

Let  us  leave  it  that  way  and  defeat  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  won¬ 
der  if  we  cannot  agree  on  time  to  close 
debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  all  debate  on  the  Cole 
amendment  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  in  15  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  object.  I  have  been  on  my  feet  for 
half  an  hour  trying  to  get  recognition. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  the  Cole  amendment 
and  all  amendments  thereto  close  in  15 
minutes.  The  debate  on  this  amendment 
has  continued  for  more  than  an  hour. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
O’Hara]  for  2^/^  minutes. 

(Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my 
colleague  may  have  1  minute  of  my  2V2 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  is  recognized  for  SVa 
minutes. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  particularly  grateful  to 
my  colleague  from  Minnesota,  because 
for  the  last  hour  I  have  been  trying  to 
get  recognition  to  speak  on  the  subject. 
I  received  some  light  on  this  matter  last 
fall  myself.  In  December,  before  return¬ 
ing  to  Washington,  I  was  asked  by  a 
group  of  our  farmer-elevator  people  to 
meet  with  them  in  connection  with  this 
very  problem.  I  did  meet  with  these 
groups  which  represented  a  number  of 
elevators.  These  people  have  been  up 
against  just  exactly  this  sort  of  situa¬ 
tion,  and  I  am  sorry  the  cotton  people 
have  not  had  the  same  treatment  our 
grain  people  had,  because  we  then  would 
have  some  support  from  the  cotton  in¬ 
dustry.  But  I  say  to  you  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  in  its  hand¬ 
ling  of  the  grain  out  in  the  Minneapolis 
area  has  been  abominable.  On  ship¬ 


ments  of  various  types  of  farm  com¬ 
modity  purchases,  even  after  the  lapse 
of  6  or  8  months  time,  the  shipping  ele7 
vator  has  been  unable  to  get  either 
acknowledgment  of  shipment,  quotation 
of  price,  or  grade  of  the  commodity 
shipped.  When  I  got  back  to  Washing¬ 
ton  with  my  colleagues  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  H.  Carl  Ander'sen  and  Mr.  August 
H.  Andresen],  we  had  a  session  with  the 
Commodity  Credit  people.  They  claimed 
they  had  insuflScient  help  at  the  Minne¬ 
apolis  ofBce  and  that  was  to  blame  for 
this  situation. 

The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  is 
completely  wrong  when  he  says  this  has 
to  do  with  the  warehousing  business. 
This  has  to  do  with  grain  elevators.  He 
is  ordered  to  ship  the  grain,  he  does  so, 
and  cannot  get  businesslike  treatment. 
It  is  abominable  when  an  elevator  can¬ 
not  get  an  acknowledgment  within  6  or 
8  months. 

What  happens?  The  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  down  here  got  busy 
and  ordered  the  Minneapolis  ofiSce  to 
check  up  on  their  Minnesota  elevators. 
In  Minnesota  they  started  paying  them 
off.  One  little  elevator  was  overpaid 
several  thousand  dollars.  The  people  up 
there  have  made  a  mess  of  handling 
what  should  be  an  orderly  procedure. 

I  hope  some  of  my  associates  from  the 
Farm  Belt  are  not  naive  enough  to  think 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  go¬ 
ing  to  cooperate  in  any  way  with  the 
grain  business.  It  has  served  notice  on 
some  of  the  grain  commission  people 
that  they  have  no  part  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  not  going  to  recog¬ 
nize  them.  If  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
Congress  and  this  House  to  serve  notice 
on  the  usual  courses  of  trade  that  you 
are  going  to  drive  them  out  of  business, 
just  refuse  to  adopt  the  Cole  amendment. 

To  show  the  uniformity  of  feeling  on 
this  among  the  grain  elevator  people  I 
enclose  a  copy  of  resolution  adopted  at 
the  Farmers  Elevator  Association  of  Min¬ 
nesota  State  convention  on  March  6,  7, 
and  8,  1950: 

Principal  Resolutions  Passed  by  the  Farm¬ 
ers’  Elevator  Association  op  Minnesota 

Convention  March  6,  7,  and  8,  1950 
statement 

The  members  of  the  Farmers’  Elevator  As¬ 
sociation  of  Minnesota,  meeting  in  Minnea¬ 
polis,  Minn.,  in  convention  March  8,  are  en¬ 
tirely  dissatisfied  with  the  present  method 
of  grain  handling  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  and  we  ask  that  this  organiza¬ 
tion  be  legislatively  obliged  to  recognize  the 
requests  of  our  membership  representing 
more  than  100,000  farmer  members,  and  re¬ 
quests  made  by  other  similar  State  elevator 
associations,  that  this  Corporation  be  ob¬ 
liged  to  use  the  usual  and  customary  chan¬ 
nels,  facilities  and  arrangements  of  trade 
and  commerce  in  the  handling  of  grain 
which  accrues  to  it  imder  the  Government 
price-support  program.  We,  therefore,  pre¬ 
sent  to  you  the  following  resolution  em¬ 
bodying  complaints  against  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  and. our  urgent  plea  for 
legislative  correction  of  these  present  evils: 

“Whereas  our  cooperative  and  independent 
elevator  have  had  rights  and  protections 
available  to  them  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  eliminated  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  the  handling  of  grain 
for  that  Corporation  under  the  loan  pro¬ 
gram;  and 


4041 

"Whereas  correction  of  the  present  ter¬ 
ribly  inefficient  methods  of  handling  grain 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
through  the  use  of  normal  channels  of  trade 
were  not  recognized  in  a  meeting  with  offi¬ 
cials  of  that  Corporation  in  Chicago;  and 

“Whereas  all  segments  of  the  grain  indus¬ 
try,  including  all  cooperative  and  independ¬ 
ent  elevators  are  together  in  the  fight  against 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation;  and 

“Whereas  we  have  found  no  one  except 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  officials 
against  us  in  this  effort,  plus  the  fact  that 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  officials 
have  practically  no  defense  against  the  evi¬ 
dence  we  have  presented;  and 

“Whereas  the  representatives  of  our  asso¬ 
ciation,  together  with  other  members  of  the 
grain  industry  presented  through  the  Na¬ 
tional  Grain  and  Feed  Dealers’  Association  on 
amendment  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  charter  before  the  Senate  Agricul¬ 
tural  Committee  and  the  House  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee;  and 

“Whereas  we  have  seen  evidence  of  fur¬ 
ther  encroachment  into  the  grain  business 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation:  Be  it 
therefore 

“Resolved,  That  proper  steps  be  taken  by 
the  Congress  to  pass  an  amendment  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  charter  cor¬ 
responding  with  that  already  presented  by 
the  National  Grain  and  Feed  Dealers’  Asso¬ 
ciation  so  that  in  the  handling  of  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  shipments,  country 
elevator  people  will  be  afforded  proper  pro¬ 
tection  and  will,  through  the  use  of  the 
established  trade  channels,  receive  efficient, 
expert  service  on  all  shipments  from  the  ori¬ 
ginal  loading  point  to  unloading  destination, 
and  through  this  eliminate  the  Inequities, 
costly  delays  of  settlements  and  general  in¬ 
efficiency  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration.” 

We  have  not  gone  into  the  major  detailed 
complaints  which  we  have  officially  regis¬ 
tered  with  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  officials  and  with  the  Senate  Agricul* 
tural  Committee  and  House  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee,  for  these  complaints 
are  now  a  matter  of  record  and  are  quickly 
available  tfo  all  Members  of  the  Congress. 

We  have  failed  to  receive  any  help  thus 
far  in  our  just  demands  and  it  is  frankly 
difficult  for  us  to  see  why  corrective  measures 
such  as  we  ask  should  not  be  granted 
when  we  find  everyone  connected  with  the 
handling  of  grain  joining  us  in  our  plea 
for  relief  and  the  only  opposition  we  seem 
to  encounter  is  that  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  themselves. 

Copies  of  this  resolution  should  be  sent 
to  the  Senate  Agricultural  Committee,  the 
House  Banking  Committee,  and  all  United 
States  Senators  and  Congressmen  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

“Whereas  the  rate  for  handling  bin-stored 
grain  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  varied  not  only  in  different  States, 
but  also  in  different  counties  within  the  same 
State  in  1949;  and 

“Whereas  the  rates  now  under  considera¬ 
tion  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  storing  and  handling  grain  under  the 
1950  price-support  program  are  not  only 
lower  than  last  year,  but  the  rates  under 
consideration  for  1950  for  the  Minneapolis 
area  are  lower  than  the  rates  under  consid¬ 
eration  for  most  other  grain  areas:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

“Resolved,  That  this  association  hereby 
urges  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
establish,  for  the  country  storage  and 
handling  of  grain  under  the  1950  price-sup¬ 
port  program,  rates,  which  will  be  uniform 
both  (1)  throughout  all  of  the  area  com¬ 
prising  the  States  of  Wisconsin,  Minnesota, 
North  Dakota,  Montana,  South  Dakota,  Ne¬ 
braska,  Kansas,  and  Iowa,  and  (2)  for  grain 
owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
as  well  as  for  grain  owned  by  farmers  sub- 
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ject  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
loans  and  that  1950  rates  be  established  not 
lower  than  1949  rates." 

To  further  show  the  situation,  I  en¬ 
close  and  make  a  part  of  my  remarks  the 
following  from  the  Farmers’  Elevator 
Guide,  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  which  deals 
with  this  very  subject  of  which  we  are 
speaking;  and  which  statements  are,  of 
course,  from  people  who  know  their  busi¬ 
ness  and  not  someone  who  is  playing  pol¬ 
itics  in  any  way,  shape,  or  manner: 

Branches  Need  Trimming 

Those  conferences  between  Congressmen 
and  representatives  of  national  cooperatives 
and  other  grain  groups  In  Washington  this 
month  have  pointed  up  the  seriousness  of 
the  grain-handling  situation  in  the  United 
States. 

The  program  of  price  supports  which  aided 
In  the  creation  of  huge  surpluses  of  grains 
and  resulted  In  an  annual  storage  problem, 
has  been  attended  by  some  undeslred  con¬ 
tingencies.  The  Production  and  Marketing 
Administration  and  the  CCC  have  grown  to 
gargantuan  size  until  today  the  very  grain 
handling  and  marketing  system  is  enmeshed 
In  its  operation.  The  picture — drawn  from 
protestations  of  the  people  engaged  in  the 
grain  industry — is  one  of  a  huge  gorilla  sit¬ 
ting  in  a  grain  bln,  sifting  the  kernels 
through  his  fingers  or  swirling  them  about 
his  head  like  a  child  in  a  sand  box.  It  is 
not  a  pretty  picture  of  efficient  grain  han¬ 
dling  and  marketing. 

It  is  difficult  to  argue  in  favor  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  which  has  become  so  involved 
In  its  own  book  work  that  a  carload  of  grain 
shipped  by  a  country  elevator  operator  to 
a  terminal  can  disappear  into  the  channels 
of  trade  while  the  shipper  waits  as  long  as 
8  months  without  receiving  an  acknowledg¬ 
ment  of  its  receipt.  If  that  happened  in  pri¬ 
vate  business,  Joseph  Stalin,  himself,  would 
make  a  trip  to  the  United  States,  mount  a 
soapbox  and  use  that  as  an  example  of  how 
decadent  and  broken  down  the  capitalistic 
system  and  free  enterprise  has  become. 

The  harm  from  Government  intervention 
In  the  business  affairs  of  the  farmer  as  it  is 
related  to  production  and  marketing  is  not 
in  the  setting  up  of  a  system  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  to  cushion  farm  income  against  dev¬ 
astating  fiuctuations.  The  harm  is  in  set¬ 
ting  up  a  network  of  Government  jobs  in 
related  Industries  which  duplicate  or  elimi¬ 
nate  positions  which  private  industry  has 
employed  to  handle  the  business  capably  and 
at  a  fair  cost. 

Anyone  who  believes  government  can  dup¬ 
licate  business  enterprise  at  less  cost  either 
Is  ignorant  or  unwilling  to  consider  all  fig¬ 
ures  involved  in  such  enterprise. 

If  the  CCC,  as  accused,  will  not  let  country 
elevators  be  represented  by  an  agent  of  their 
own  choice  at  the  terminal,  then  the  CCC  is 
usurping  a  part  of  the  grain-handling  func¬ 
tion  in  which  it  has  no  business  to  be 
operating  beyond  duties  as  an  expediter. 

It  would  seem  logical  to  assume  that 
Blank-Blank  Commission  firm  or  Blank- 
Blank  Cooperative  Terminal  Association  is 
Just  as  capable  of  handling  a  carload  of 
CCC-consigned  grain  as  it  is  to  handle  a 
carload  of  non-CCC  grain.  A  little  more 
bookwork  is  involved,  naturally,  but  there 
seems  to  be  no  need  for  government  to  sub¬ 
stitute  CCC  personnel  for  industry  personnel 
anywhere  along  the  line.  Congress,  in  au¬ 
thorizing  CCC  operation,  attempted  to  make 
that  clear. 

This  is  not  a  chant  against  the  PMA  and 
CCC.  It  is,  instead,  a  plea  to  officials  of  those 
organizations  to  curb  their  overzealous  ef¬ 
forts  to  expand  organizational  personnel  into 
control  of  every  detail  of  operations  related 
to  their  sphere  of  influence.  It  is  a  sug¬ 
gestion  that  there  are  branches  which  can 
be  trimmed  off  to  benefit  the  tree  itself. 


As  Others  Express  It 

Ralph  S.  Trigg,  president  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,’  USDA,  In  soliciting  in¬ 
formation  on  available  storage  facilities  for 
CCC  grains; 

“We  look  to  the  commercial  trade  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  facilities  necessary  to  handle  these 
grain  stocks.  We  hope  that  they  will  be  in 
position  to  take  care  of  the  whole  job.  We 
prefer  this,  and  it  is  in  accord  with  the  prin¬ 
ciples  laid  down  in  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  charter. 

“if  adequate  commercial  storage  is  not 
available,  then,  and  only  then,  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  will  take  steps  to  augment  its  own 
temporary  bin-type  storage  facilities.  We 
have  an  obligation  to  see  that  the  grain  can 
all  be  handled  so  that  there  will  be  no  hitch 
in  the  farm  price-support  programs. 

“We  must  know  whether  the  loan  grain 
which  is  already  in  commercial  storage  can 
remain  there  on  a  satisfactory  annual  basis 
after  CCC  takes  title.  We  must  know  what 
commercial  facilities  will  be  available  to 
house  the  grain  which  is  now  on  farms,  but 
which  will  be  turned  over  to  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  May.  When  we  know  this,  then  we 
can  tell  how  far  CCC  will  have  to  go,  if  at 
all,  in  expanding  its  own  emergency  storage.” 


CCC  Chicago  Hearings  Held 

The  Washington  hearings  were  preceded 
by  a  conference  at  Chicago  in  which  Elmer 
Kruse,  official  of  the  PMA,  heard  north  central 
States  representative  of  various  branches 
of  the  grain  handling  industry  list  their 
complaints. 

This  conference  was  called  by  Oscar  A. 
Olson,  president  of  the  Minnesota  Farmers’ 
Elevator  Association  who  said:  “The  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  not  equipped  to  give  adequate 
service  to  the  farmers  in  the  marketing  of 
their  grain." 

Keith  Parlow  of  Grandin,  N.  Dak.,  ex¬ 
plained  the  views  of  country  grain  elevator 
men.  He  stated  that  in  non-Government 
trading,  agents  at  the  large  terminals  repre¬ 
sent  the  country  dealer  in  transactions  and 
follow  up  the  shipments  to  their  ultimate 
buyers.  In  a  Government  transaction,  he 
said,  the  CCC  carries  through  the  distribu¬ 
tion  without  the  aid  of  agents.  Country  ele¬ 
vator  firms  want  their  agents  to  represent 
them  at  the  terminals,  Parlow  said. 

Commission  men,  with  Ray  Sims  of  Du¬ 
luth,  Minn.,  president  of  the  Federation  of 
Cash  Grain  Commission  Merchants  Associa¬ 
tions,  serving  as  spokesman,  charged  the 
Government  with  bungling  the  job. 

Sims  pointed  out  that  the  National  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Grain  Cooperatives  demands  that 
commission  men  be  given  added  duties  under 
the  Government  program. 

“That  is  quite  a  victory  for  us  since  the 
terminal  cooperatives  act  as  their  own  com¬ 
mission  men  and  actually  are  competitors  of 
ours,”  he  said.  “However,  they  do  not  want 
the  Government  encroaching  on  free  enter¬ 
prise,  and  the  sooner  we  get  things  straight¬ 
ened  out  the  better.” 

CONGRESS  hears  COMPLAINTS 

Congressional  sessions  were  specific  and 
hot.  Appearing  before  the  Senate  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  in  connection  with  the  bill 
to  grant  an  additional  $2,000,000,000,  lending 
authority  to  the  CCC,  grain  elevator  opera¬ 
tors  from  Minnesota  and  Iowa  said  in  some 
cases  the  CCC  owes  thousands  of  dollars  for 
grain  it  had  received  but  never  paid  for. 

The  grain  men  told  the  committee  that 
carloads  of  grain  had  vanished  as  long  as  8 
months  ago  and  no  one  seems  to  know  where 
they  are. 

Several  hundred  protests  were  entered 
against  the  present  contract.  Tlie  grain  men 
contended  that  the  tentative  draft  did  not 
include  provision  for  country  elevator  opera¬ 
tors  to  be  represented  by  agents  at  terminal 
markets. 


The  operators  claimed  that  by  use  of  their 
own  agents  they  will  be  notified  immediately 
of  receipt  of  their  shipments  and  down¬ 
grading — if  any — and  that  their  interests  will 
be  protected. 

They  charged  that  the  CCC  appears  to  be 
setting  up  its  own  grain  handling  system  to 
compete  with  the  facilities  of  the  coopera¬ 
tive  and  independent  elevators  and  terminal 
commission  men. 

The  Government  now  owns  375,000,000 
bushels  of  storage  space  and  with  addition 
of  another  one  hundred"  million  this  spring 
will  have  a  total  near  half  a  million  under 
its  operation.  With  possible  needs  demand¬ 
ing  another  300,000,000  bushels  of  space  in 
the  near  future,  the  holdings  would  rival  the 
entire  country  elevator  set-up  in  size. 

I  want  to  say  that  I  have  had  tele¬ 
grams  from  many  of  the  elevators  in  my 
district,  urging  an  amendment  to  this 
bill  which  will  give  small  business  such 
as  represented  by  the  average  country 
elevator  an  opportunity  to  continue  in 
business. 

This  amendment  may  be  defeated  but 
I  assure  you  that  the  fight  will  go  on  in 
regard  to  the  matter  of  efflcient  handling 
of  commodities  shipped  by  our  farmers 
and  farm  elevator  people. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Pace]. 

Mr.  SUTTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  time  may  be 
allotted  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Pace]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  time  may  be 
allotted  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Pace]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEIY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  time  may  be 
allotted  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Pace]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  PACE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  go  to  any  length  necessary  to  pro¬ 
tect  private  industry.  I  shall  not  at¬ 
tempt  here  to  discuss  the  handling  of 
wheat  as  I  am  not  too  well  acquainted 
with  that  subject.  I  think  there  is  an 
area  within  which  we  can  work  out  some¬ 
thing  of  this  kind.  I  understand  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  is  now 
attempting  to  do  so.  But  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  author  of  this  amendment 
or  anyone  else  wants  it  in  its  present 
form. 

I  want  to  tell  you  what  it  would  mean 
with  regard  to  cotton.  You  understand, 
it  covers  cotton  and  every  other  com¬ 
modity.  For  example,  I  produce  a  bale 
of  cotton.  I  take  it  to  the  cotton  ware¬ 
house.  A  sample  is  taken  and  that  sam¬ 
ple  is  classified  and  the  grade  and  staple 
is  determined.  The  warehouseman  is¬ 
sues  what  is  known  as  a  warehouse  re¬ 
ceipt  on  which  is  stated  the  number  of 
pounds,  the  grade,  and  the  staple. 

Then  say  I  prefer  to  take  a  loan  rather 
than  to  sell  my  bale  of  cotton,  so  I  go 
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to  the  bank  down  home  and  say :  “Hei’e  is 
my  cotton  receipt.  I  want  to  borrow 
90  percent  of  parity,  the  support  price.” 
Without  any  hesitation  the  banker  pre¬ 
pares  a  note  for  90  percent  of  parity.  We 
will  say  it  is  $100.  I  sign  a  note  for  the 
$100  and  I  endorse  the  back  of  the  ware¬ 
house  receipt  for  the  bale  of  cotton  and 
attach  it  to  the  note. 

The  bank  holds  my  note  and  receipt 
for  the  money  loaned.  That  note  calls 
for  3-percent  interest.  The  bank  gets 
iy2  percent,  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  the  Government,  gets  the  other 
1 1/2 -percent  interest  because  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  guarantees 
the  bank  on  my  loan  and  for  that  guar¬ 
anty  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  gets  iy2  percent  and  the  bank  gets 
iy2  percent.  The  iy2  percent  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  gets  prac¬ 
tically  pays  for  the  administration  of  this 
part  of  the  program. 

I  have  gotten  my  loan.  The  bank 
holds  my  note  for  $100  and  holds  my 
warehouse  receipt  with  my  endorsement 
on  it.  The  loan  extends  for  a  year.  If 
I  made  the  loan  last  fall  it  will  be  good 
until  the  1st  of  July.  Now,  I  do  not  pay 
my  note,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement  my  note  is  in  default.  The 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  takes 
over  my  bale  of  cotton. 

What  do  they  do?  The  bank  in  my 
home  town  mails  the  note  and  the  cotton 
receipt  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  that  is  all.  The  cotton  stays  in 
the  warehouse  where  I  put  it.  It  is  never 
moved,  and  will  stay  there  until  that  bale 
of  cotton  is  ultimately  sold,  whether  it  is 
this  fall  or  5  years  from  now.  All  in  the 
world  that  is  done  is  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  sends  the  bank  the 
amount  it  loaned  me,  plus  IV2  percent 
interest,  and  keeps  the  receipt  for  the 
bale  of  cotton.  Under  this  amendment, 
if  you  please,  in  order  to  get  the  trans¬ 
action  closed,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  would  have  to  go  to  a  cotton 
buyer  in  my  home  town  and  pay  him  to 
walk  around  to  the  bank,  pick  up  the 
piece  of  paper,  the  warehouse  receipt, 
and  take  it  up  the  street  one  block  to  the 
PMA  oflBce,  and  say,  “Here  is  your  receipt 
for  the  bale  of  cotton.”  For  that,  under 
the  regular  custom,  the  cotton  buyer 
would  get  $1.  That  would  be  charged  to 
the  farm  program.  That  would  give  the 
critics  of  the  farm  program  that  much 
more  to  complain  about,  and  the  com¬ 
mission  merchant  would  have  performed 
absolutely  no  service. 

Now,  let  us  lock  arms  here.  If  the 
wheat  program  is  not  functioning  right, 
let  us  make  it  right.  If  there  is  more  to 
the  wheat  program  than  picking  up  the 
receipt  for  a  bale  of  cotton,  if  something 
has  to  be  done  that  requires  the  services 
of  a  commission  merchant,  let  us  use 
him.  But,  for  goodness’  sake,  my  friends, 
do  not  come  here  and  put  four,  five,  or 
six  million  dollars  onto  the  cotton  pro¬ 
gram  for  absolutely  useless,  unnecessary 
service  in  employing  commission  mer¬ 
chants.  You  do  not  mean  to  do  that. 
My  distinguished  friend  from  Kansas, 
the  author  of  the  amendment,  does  not 
want  to  do  that.  Under  this  amendment 
it  does  not  say  you  shall  use  the  commis¬ 
sion  merchant  as  far  as  practicable  or 
where  needed.  It  says  you  shall  use  him 


and  pay  him,  and  they  have  no  discre¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PACE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Ml-.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Of 
course,  the  gentleman  knows  that  we 
have  no  intention  whatsoever  to  destroy 
the  efficiency  of  the  program,  but  grain 
is  handled  entirely  different  than  cotton. 

Mr.  PACE.  I  cannot  argue  that  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  The 
thing  is  in  a  mess  in  the  grain  area  of  the 
country  up  in  our  section.  It  is  in  a  mess 
and  we  have  been  trying  to  get  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  to  straighten 
it  out,  but  they  have  refused  to  do  so, 
and  the  farmers  have  suffered  as  the 
result  of  it. 

Mr.  PACE.  I  do  not  take  any  issue 
with  the  gentleman  as  to  that.  He 
knows  his  problem,  but  I  know  you  do 
not  want  to  apply  this  thing  to  other 
commodities  like  you  propose  to  do.  This 
amendment  should  be  defeated  and 
whatever  problems  now  exist  should  be 
thoroughly  considered  and  studied  by 
the  proper  legislative  committees  and 
should  be  worked  out  in  a  sound,  sensi¬ 
ble,  and  practical  manner. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  'The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen]. 

[Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN  addressed 
the  Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gross]. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  few 
minutes  ago  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  spoke  of  the  lack  of 
grain-storage  facilities  in  the  fall  of  1948, 
and  he  blamed  that  shortage  upon  the 
Republicans.  Now,  let  it  be  understood 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
was  selling  grain  bins  by  the  thousands 
in  the  fall  of  1948  for  a  few  cents  on  the 
dollar.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi,  since  I  see  him  on 
the  floor,  what  provision  there  is  in  the 
pending  bill  to  prevent  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  from  committing 
that  evil  all  over  again. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman,  if  I  made  the  statement  that 
you  are  responsible,  I  do  not  know  that 
that  could  be  proven,  but  if  I  have  said 
that  the  Republican  Party  got  credit  for 
having  caused  this  serious  situation,  I 
would  have  certainly  been  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  could  not  hold  me 
responsible  because  I  was  not  in  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  But  the  Republican 
Party  certainly  got  credit  for  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  most  certainly  did 
get  blamed  unjustly,  and  I  would  like  to 
have  somebody  tell  me  whether  there  is 
any  restriction  in  the  present  bill  that 
will  stop  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  from  committing  that  evil  all  over 
again,  using  such  a  situation  as  a  political 
football. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Well,  I  do  not  know, 
but  we  do  have  an  agreement  in  the 
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Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Appropri¬ 
ations  that  they  will  not  go  in  and  take 
over  the  warehousing  business,  but  that 
they  will  give  the  warehousing  industry 
an  ample  opportunity  to  meet  the  needs 
before  they  build  any  bins.  It  may  be 
that  they  are  not  carrying  out  the  law. 
We  will  try  to  help  you  if  we  can. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope]. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  has  told  you  exactly 
what  would  happen  as  far  as  cotton  is 
concerned  if  you  adopt  this  amendment, 
and  that  is  you  would  be  paying  a  com¬ 
mission  to  somebody  who  did  not  earn  it 
and  who  could  not  earn  it,  because  there 
was  no  way  he  could  possibly  earn  it. 
And  you  will  have  exactly  the  same  situa¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  wheat  if  you  adopt 
this  amendment.  You  will  be  paying  a 
commission  to  cash  commission  mer¬ 
chants  in  the  terminal  centers  who  per¬ 
form  no  service,  who  can  perform  no 
service  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  and  yet  you  would  have  to  pay 
them  as  near  as  I  can  figure  about  $11,- 
000,000  a  year. 

Now,  I  hope  that  no  one  who  is  in  fa¬ 
vor  of  cutting  down  expenses  in  this  Con¬ 
gress  and  saving  money  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  will  go  ahead  and  vote  for  $11,- 
000,000  to  pay  commission  merchants,  in 
the  terminal  grain  centers  for  a  service 
which  they  do  not  perform. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Spence]. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  time 
is  running  out  and  I  am  informed  that 
this  bill  will  go  over  until  after  Easter 
unless  it  is  passed  tonight,  I  yield  back 
my  time  and  ask  for  a  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Cole]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cole  of 
Kansas)  there  were — ayes  43,  noes  143, 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Keating:  On 
page  1,  line  6,  strike  out  “$6,750,000,000” 
and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  “$5,750,000,000.” 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
only  necessary  to  look  at  page  2  of  the 
report  stating  the  purpose  of  this  bill  to 
realize  that  there  is  no  necessity  now 
and  there  has  not  been  stated  by  anyone 
to  be  a  necessity  for  increasing  the  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  by  $2,000,000,000. 
One  billion  dollars  will  amply  do  the  job. 

The  only  exception  to  that  broad 
statement  is  what  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  told  us  as  to  the  attitude  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  stated 
that  the  $2,000,000,000  was  necessary. 
He  gave  no  reasons  for  it.  The  figures 
which  he  does  give  do  not  support  his 
conclusion. 

The  present  borrowing  authority  is 
$4,750,000,000.  It  is  stated  near  the 
bottom  of  page  2  of  the  report  that  the 
recent  estimate  which  the  Corporation 
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has  made  as  to  the  maximum  amount 
which  it  will  need  for  price-support  op¬ 
erations  through  the  fiscal  year  1951  Is 
$5,300,000,000.  In  other  words  he  says  he 
needs  an  increase  in  authority  of  about 
$600,000,000.  If  we  increase  the  present 
authority  from  $4,700,000,000  to  $5,700,- 
000,000,  we  will  amply  have  provided  for 
any  future  contingency  by  giving  him, 
even  then,  $400,000,000  more  than  he 
says  he  is  going  to  need.  We  are  told 
that  the  amount  which  will  be  out  on 
loan  this  spring  is  likely  to  be  $4,300,000,- 
000,  so  that  for  the  1951  crop  there  is  still 
a  full  $1,000,000,000  leeway  to  reach  the 
figure  of  $5,300,000,000,  which  he  states 
is  his  maximum  requirement. 

By  the  adoption  of  this  amendment 
we  stili  give  the  Secretary  a  borrowing 
authority,  I  repeat,  of  nearly  a  half  a 
billion  dollars  more  than  he  says  he 
needs. 

The  answers  made  to  that  argument 
“Why  do  we  worry  about  the  authority 
which  he  has?  Why  not  give  him  $1,- 
500,000,000  of  authority  above  what  he 
needs,  rather  than  a  half  billion  above 
what  he  needs?”  It  is  that  loose  philos¬ 
ophy,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  is  that  dan¬ 
gerous  type  of  thinking  in  Government 
which  has,  to  a  major  extent,  brought  us 
to  our  present  precarious  financial  con¬ 
dition.  My  experience  with  Government 
agencies  causes  me  to  be  very  suspicious 
of  that  line  of  reasoning.  If  they  have 
the  money  to  spend,  if  they  can  involve 
the  Government  further,  it  is  usually 
found  that  they  do  so.  I  think  we  simply 
must  keep  a  tighter  rein  on  those  han¬ 
dling  the  financial  transactions  of  the 
country.  The  people  in  my  district,  and 
I  feel  sure  the  same  applies  throughout 
the  country,  are  objecting  strenuously  to 
shelling  out  billions  of  dollars  here  as 
though  they  were  peanuts. 

I  realize  that  this  involves  a  debt 
transaction,  rather  than  an  immediate 
appropriation.  But  whatever  the  fiscal 
arrangement,  it  is  the  pockets  and  pay 
envelopes  of  our  people  that  are  affected. 
Certainly  if  we  give  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  half  a  billion  dollars 
above  the  amount  which  the  Secretary 
himself  says  he  needs,  we  have  more 
than  amply  protected  the  price-support 
program.  There  is  utterly  no  justifica¬ 
tion  in  the  record  for  increasing  his  au¬ 
thority  by  $2,000,000,000. 

Furthermore,  I  understand  we  are 
shortly  to  have  brought  before  us  a  for¬ 
eign-aid  bill  in  which  the  proposal  is 
made  that  $1,000,000,000,  or  thereabouts, 
of  surplus  farm  commodities  be  trans¬ 
ferred  into  the  EGA  program.  If  that  is 
done,  that  makes  even  less  necessary  the 
tremendous  increase  in  the  borrowing 
authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  rather  curious  that 
two  gentlemen  from  the  city  or  urban 
areas  should  get  up  to  speak  for  and 
against  this  particular  proposal.  But  I 
believe  if  we  are  going  to  continue 
proper  support  for  this  program,  that  to 
cut  the  requested  appropriation  $1,000,- 
000,000  at  this  time  would  be  wrong. 


We  must  adequately  prepare  for  any  con¬ 
tingency  or  emergency  that  may  arise  in 
1950. 

The  estimate  that  is  given  here,  of 
course.  Is  only  on  three  basic  crops  and 
on  yield  figures  which  might  possibly  be 
exceeded  if  the  1950  crop  year  were  to 
exceed  the  38Y2  bushels  per  acre  yield 
which  is  estimated. 

If  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Cole]  would  have  had  time  to  continue 
reading  from  the  report  on  pages  2  and 
3,  the  following  language  would  point  out 
the  necessity  for  the  full  amount  asked 
for  in  this  legislation: 

It  Is  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  that  this 
estimate  deals  with  1950  crops  which  have 
not  yet  been  planted  and  a  variation  in  any 
one  of  the  several  factors  will  result  in 
changes  in  fund  needs  just  as  the  increase 
of  one-half  million  bales  in  the  revised  1949 
cotton  crop  estimate  substantially  Increased 
estimated  requirements  of  the  Corporation. 
Variation  in  estimated  fund  requirements 
can  be  well  illustrated  by  reference  to  the 
effect  of  changes  in  yields  of  cotton,  wheat 
and  corn.  The  estimates  for  fund  needs  for 
the  1950  crop-corn  were  based  on  an  esti¬ 
mated  yield  of  38.5  bushels  per  acre.  Should 
the  yield  actually  equal  the  1948  yield  of 
42.8  bushels,  additional  funds  required  by 
the  Corporation  to  support  this  crop  would 
amount  to  about  $400,000,000.  The  1950- 
crop  wheat  requirements  were  based  on  a 
5-year  average  yield  of  16.5  bushels  per  acre. 
Should  the  yield  equal  the  1947  yield  of 
18.5  bushels  per  acre,  an  additional  $300,- 
000,000  would  be  required  in  supporting  the 
price  of  wheat.  The  1950  crop  cotton  esti¬ 
mated  requirements  were  based  on  a  yield  of 
270  pounds  per  acre.  Should  this  yield  turn 
out  to  equal  the  1948  yield  of  313  pounds 
per  acre,  the  Corporation  would  need  $260,- 
000,000  more  in  its  support  operations  for 
the  cotton  crop.  Thus,  it  can  be  seen  that 
solely  on  the  basis  of  possible  changes  in 
yields  for  these  three  commodities  alone,  the 
Corporation  could  require  almost  $1,000,- 
000,000  more  during  the  next  year  than  the 
presently  estimated  5.3  billion  dollar  require¬ 
ment. 

I  am  certain  if  we  are  going  to  look  at 
this  picture  realisticaliy  we  must  accede 
to  the  request  of  those  who  know  the 
program  and  who  have  asked  for  this 
amount.  I  believe  this  authorization 
should  remain  at  $2,000,000,000. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Does  the 
gentleman  know  whether  the  action  pur¬ 
ported  to  have  been  taken  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs  contemplates 
reimbursement  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  a  billion  dollars’  worth 
of  foodstuffs,  or  would  that  billion  dol¬ 
lars  simply  be  transferred?  Or  would 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  itself 
be  impaired  by  that  amount? 

Mr.  BUCHANAN.  It  would  not  be; 
the  money  would  be  transferred. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
clude  the  following  telegram  from  Mr. 
Patton : 

Senator  Edward  J.  Thye, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washin^on,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  understand  that  the  bill 
to  Increase  Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s 
borrowing  power  has  two  amendments  which 
are  very  vicious  from  our  point  of  view.  One 
amendment  would  turn  over  to  private  trade 
the  handling  of  all  commodities  and  partlcu- 
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larly  grain.  Senator,  this  smacks  of  corpo¬ 
rative  fascism.  If  the  private  grain  trade 
and  men  like  yourself  want  the  Government 
out  of  business,  then  the  way  to  get  It  out  of 
business  Is  to  adopt  production  payments. 
In  any  event,  subsidizing  the  private  grain 
trade  by  guaranteeing  their  “take”  Is  no 
good.  The  Magnuson  amendment  will  make 
a  pork  barrel,  log-rolling  business  out  of  our 
foreign  agricultural  trade,  and  that  Is  no 
good.  I  urge  you,  sir,  to  use  your  Influence 
to  have  the  bill  recommitted  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Committee  and  then  that  the  “safe 
cracker”  amendments  be  taken  out. 

Respectfully, 

James  G.  Patton, 

President,  National  Farmers  Union. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Keating)  there 
were — ayes  55,  noes  102. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  bill  and  all  amendments  thereto  close 
in  10  minutes. 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  just  wanted 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to 
the  fact  that  we  disposed  of  a  billion 
dollar  item  in  some  7  minutes.  But, 
after  all,  it  is  only  money. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  asks  unanimous  consent 
that  all  debate  on  the  bill  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  close  in  10  minutes;  is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  have  an 
amendment  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  the  bill  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  close  in  15  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection 
the  Chair  will  divide  the  15  minutes’ 
time  allotted  between  the  seven  Mem¬ 
bers  standing  at  the  time  the  limitation 
was  voted. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Judd  moves  to  amend  the  bill  by  add¬ 
ing  thereto  a  new  section,  to  be  designated 
section  — ,  reading  as  follows: 

“Sec.  — .  The  last  paragraph  of  section 
5  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Charter  Act  (Public  Law  806,  80th  Cong.)  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Corporation 
in  the  handling  and  disposition  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  which  it  has  acquired 
(except  disposition  to  other  Government 
agencies)  to  utilize,  whenever  it  can  be  done 
with  equal  efficiency  and  at  no  greater  ex¬ 
pense,  the  usual  and  customary  channels 
of  trade  and  commerce,  including  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  dealers  and  commission  mer¬ 
chants  for  such  services  as  are  ordinarily 
performed  for  hire  in  the  course  of  private 
commercial  handling  and  disposition  of  like 
commodities:  Provided,  however.  That  noth¬ 
ing  contained  in  this  paragraph  shall  change 
or  Impair  any  of  the  powers  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  as  provided  elsewhere  in  this  act.’  ” 

Mr.  JUDD  (interrupting  the  reading 
of  the  amendment) .  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
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order  to  save  what  time  I  have,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with.  I 
will  explain  it.  It  merely  adds  about 
10  words  to  the  previous  Cole  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  seek 
to  do  in  this  amendment  is  to  see  if  we 
cannot  agree  on  a  formula  which  is 
workable  and  which  the  CCC  must  fol¬ 
low  without  increasing  its  costs  and  under 
which  people  like  in  the  grain  trade,  who 
are  being  hurt  in  this  program,  can  be 
given  some  practical  relief.  My  amend¬ 
ment  adds  one  clause  to  the  Cole  amend¬ 
ment  so  that  it  begins: 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Corpoi-ation 
•  *  *  to  utilize,  whenever  it  can  be  done 

with  equal  efaciency  and  at  no  greater  cost, 
the  usual  and  customary  channels  of  trade 
and  commerce. 

The  purpose  is  to  define  the  term  that 
is  in  the  existing  CCC  Act  which  in¬ 
structs  it  to  use  customary  channels  “to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable.”  My 
criterion  of  what  is-  practicable  is  not 
grabbed  out  of  thin  air.  The  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee  already  has  put  essen¬ 
tially  this  language  into  two  or  three 
bills  or  committee  reports,  including  the 
ECA  Act,  and  Paul  Hoffman  has  followed 
it  faithfully.  It  merely  spells  out  that 
whenever  it  can  be  done  with  equal 
efficiency  and  at  no  greater  expense,  the 
CCC  shall  use  the  usual  and  customary 
channels  of  trade. 

What  is  wrong  with  that?  It  would 
not  apply  to  cotton,  obviously.  For  the 
very  reasons  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  has  just  discussed,  it  would  cost  more 
to  use  private  trade  in  the  stage  of  han¬ 
dling  cotton  which  he  described.  It 
probably  would  not  apply  to  some  other 
commodities,  so  no  harm  could  be  done. 
It  would  overcome  the  objections  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope!.  He 
said  the  Cole  amendment  would  cost  a 
lot  more  because  he  assumed  that  CCC 
would  have  to  pay  2  cents  a  bushel  for 
handling  wheat.  But  under  this  modi¬ 
fied  Cole  amendment,  the  CCC  and  the 
grain  trade  would  figure  out  what  opera¬ 
tions  could  be  done  with  equal  or  greater 
efBciency  by  the  ordinary  channels  of 
trade — and  thus  correct  the  tardiness, 
confusion  and  uncertainties  now  prevail¬ 
ing.  Then  the  CCC  would  bargain  and 
contract  with  representatives  of  the 
grain  trade  as  to  a  fair  price  for  their 
handling  those  operations.  I  think  it 
would  find  them  willing  to  do  that  at  a 
very  low  figure  indeed — almost  certainly 
cheaper  than  CCC  can  handle  them. 
The  trade’s  main  concern  in  this  opera¬ 
tion,  which  we  all  hope  will  not  long  be 
on  such  an  extensive  scale,  is  not  to 
make  its  usual  commission,  but  rather  to 
preserve  its  existence  so  that  it  can  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  in  the  years  ahead  its  regular 
work  in  the  private  handling  of  grain. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  .Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  JUDD.  I  3deld  to  my  colleague 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Does 
It  take  in  cotton? 

Mr.  JUDD.  Cotton  would  be  automa¬ 
tically  excluded,  because  the  trade  ap¬ 
parently  could  not  handle  cotton  with 
equal  efficiency  and  at  no  greater  ex¬ 
pense. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  As  I  imderstand  the 
gentleman’s  amendment,  present  law 
permits  them  to  do  just  exactly  what  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  proposes. 

Mr.  JUDD.  They  can  do  it,  but  this 
says  that  they  shall  do  it — shall  use  the 
ordinary  channels  of  trade  whenever  that 
can  be  done  with  equal  eflaciency  and  at 
no  greater  cost.  It  changes  it  from  per¬ 
missive  to  mandatory  under  certain  defi¬ 
nite  criteria.  If  you  really  want  to  make 
this  a  bill  for  promoting  a  sound  econ¬ 
omy  for  the  country  and  all  of  the  people 
who  are  legitimately  rendering  useful 
service  in  the  production,  handling,  and 
disposition  of  agricultural  commodities 
you  should  vote  for  this  amendment.  It 
would  lead  to  better  handling  of  the 
problem:  it  could  not  cost  more;  and  it 
would  prevent  the  destruction  of  certain 
businesses  which  are  exceedingly  useful 
to  our  country  as  well  as  the  livelihood 
of  many  good  citizens. 

I  hope  it  will  be  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Judd]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Judd)  there 
were — ayes  51,  noes  112. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  (1)  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act  (62  Stat. 
1070)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$4,750,- 
000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$6,750,000,000.” 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Heselton;  Page 
1,  line  9,  after  “$6,750,000”,  Insert  “amend 
section  5  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  Charter  Act  (62  Stat.  1070)  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“  ‘(1)  In  order  to  prevent  the  waste  of 
food  commodities  acquired  through  price- 
support  operations  which  are  found  to  be  in 
danger  of  loss  through  deterioration  or 
spoilage  before  they  can  be  disposed  of  in 
normal  domestic  channels  without  impair¬ 
ment  of  the  price-support  program,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  make  available  such  com¬ 
modities  as  follows  in  the  order  of  priority 
set  forth:  First,  to  school-lunch  programs, 
and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  tax-supported  institu¬ 
tions,  such  as  hospitals,  orphanages,  schools, 
penal  and  mental  institutions,  and  public- 
welfare  organizations  for  the  assistance  of 
needy  Indians  and  other  needy  persons;  sec¬ 
ond,  to  private- welfare  organizations  for  the 
assistance  of  needy  persons  within  the 
United  States;  third,  to  private  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations  for  the  assistance  of  needy  per¬ 
sons  outside  the  United  States;  fourth,  to 
Intergovernmental  or  international  non¬ 
profit  welfare  agencies,  for  assistance  to 
needy  persons  outside  the  United  States. 
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The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  first  deter¬ 
mine  that  such  commodities  are  in  ample 
supply  over  and  above  such  reserves  as  may 
be  required  and  deemed  in  the  public  inter¬ 
est.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  make  any  such  commodities  available 
at  no  cost  at  point  of  use  within  the  United 
States  or  at  shlpside  at  port  of  embarkation. 
The  Corporation  may  advance  as  against 
handling  and  transportation  costs  in  mak¬ 
ing  delivery  up  to  the  equivalent  of  6  months’ 
storage  costs  on  any  such  commodities 
turned  over.’  ” 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
let  me  say  to  my  able  friend,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
that  I  have  stricken  the  words  to  which 
he  objected  earlier,  “or  shall  be  em¬ 
powered  to  deliver  them  abroad  when 
necessary.” 

Second,  let  me  call  your  attention  to 
the  fact  that  this  is  an  amendment  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Char¬ 
ter  Act. 

Third,  let  me  call  your  attention  to  the 
feet  that  practically  all  of  this  language 
is  contained  in  Public  Law  439  of  the 
Eighty-first  Congress.  If  it  is  loosely 
drawn,  that  is  because  that  law  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  loosely  drawn. 

Fourth,  let  me  say  that  I  have  simply 
spelled  out  certain  institutions,  hospitals, 
orphanages,  schools,  penal  and  mental 
institutions,  then  have  added  intergov¬ 
ernmental  and  international  nonprofit 
welfare  agencies. 

I  have  put  a  guard  in  there  that  the 
Secretary  shall  first  determine  that  such 
commodities  are  in  ample  supply  over  and 
above  such  reserves  as  may  be  required 
and  deemed  in  the  public  interest. 

The  final  thing  I  have  done,  as  you 
know,  is  to  provide  for  using  6  months’ 
storage  cost  for  handling  and  transpor¬ 
tation. 

I  cannot  cover  the  whole  thing  in  the 
short  time  allowed  and  I  regret  the  ar¬ 
bitrary  action  just  taken  in  cutting  off 
debate.  I  will  simply  say  that  this  is 
exactly  what  the  conferees  urged  upon 
us  this  afternoon  so  far  as  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  potatoes  is  concerned:  it  is  ex¬ 
actly  what  is  in  the  omnibus  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  although  in  limited  form.  I 
know  that  there  are  many  who  agree 
with  the  objectives  of  this  bill  who  have 
been  influenced  by  the  eloquence  of  my 
friend  and  undoubtedly  will  be  influ¬ 
enced  again  by  his  eloquence,  but  I  urge 
upon  you,  this  is  an  opportunity  to  stop 
wasting  $60,000  every  day;  that  when  it 
is  argued  a  committee  should  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  consider  it  further,  we 
should  weigh  against  that  the  wanton 
waste  of  public  funds  and  the  need  for 
these  goods  to  be  given  the  people  who 
can  and  will  eat  them.  'The  total  loss 
at  6  o’clock  will  be  a  cool  $3,000,000. 

I  hope  that  by  your  votes  you  are  not 
going  to  put  your  stamp  of  approval  on 
that  gigantic  waste  of  your  constituents’ 
hard-earned  dollars.  If  you  do,  it  must 
be  with  your  eyes  wide  open,  in  full 
knowledge  of  this  profligate  waste  of 
money  and  food.  Many,  many  thousands 
of  your  constituents  are  going  to  learn 
the  full  facts  sooner  or  later.  I  do  not 
believe  they  will  easily  forget  or  lightly 
forgive  a  solemn  vote  cast  here  today 
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against  putting  an  immediate  end  to 
this  assinine,  indefensible  mess. 

But,  since  I  anticipate  a  majority 
will  be  influenced  by  the  pleas  of  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  I  plan  to  send  the  follow¬ 
ing  telegram  to  the  President  at  his  Key 
West  vacation  spot  when  we  adjourn: 

March  23,  1950. 

The  President, 

Winter  White  House, 

Key  West,  Fla.: 

Just  lost  effort  to  amend  Federal  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  charter  to  provide  for  disposition 
surplus  foods,  consequently  waste  of  Federal 
funds  will  continue  at  rate  of  $60,000  daily 
until  you  act.  Total  accumulated  amount 
to  date  Is  $3,000,000. 

John  W.  Heselton, 
Member  of  Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reit¬ 
erate  my  opposition  to  this  amendment, 
and  desire  to  again  call  the  attention 
of  the  House  to  the  fact  that  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  is  now  con¬ 
ducting  hearings  dealing  with  this  very 
identical  subject.  We  have  before  the 
committee  23  different  bills.  I  am  won¬ 
dering  whether  or  not  it  would  be  fair 
to  the  authors  of  the  other  22  bills  to 
dispose  of  the  matter  here  on  the  floor 
of  the  t.Touse  today.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Keating]  is  the  author 
of  one  of  the  bills,  and  I  would  like  to 
yield  to  him,  but  I  have  only  2  minutes. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
argument  just  made  by  the  author  of 
the  amendment  is  to  this  effect:  That 
the  way  to  save  money  is  to  cut  out 
the  storage  and  the  way  to  cut  out  the 
storage  cost  is  to  give  away  the  com¬ 
modity  that  is  now  stored.  Certainly, 
we  could  save  money  on  storage  if  we 
gave  away  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  cot¬ 
ton  or  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  corn 
or  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  wheat  and 
billions  in  other  commodities.  But  it 
has  never  been  the  philosophy  of  this 
program  to  buy  in  commodities  merely 
to  give  them  away.  I  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  this  amendment 
does  not  say  “in  surplus  supply.”  It 
says  “in  ample  supply.”  If  we  have  any 
commodity  that  is  in  amply  supply,  we 
can  give  it  away  and  pay  the  storage 
and  freight  to  shipside  to  be  sent  across 
the  seas  to  welfare  agencies  and  needy 
persons. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  The  amendment 
says,  “food  commodities,”  and  it  is  food 
commodities  alone. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  All  right,  food  com¬ 
modities.  But  we  have  many  food  com¬ 
modities  that  are  in  a  good  state  of 
preservation  and  are  processed  and  could 
be  kept  for  years  and  could  be  disposed 
of  orderly.  This  amendment  is  loosely 
drawn  and  badly  written,  and  the  effect 
of  it,'l  think,  would  be  disastrous  on  the 
program.  I  think  it  should  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Hays]. 


Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hays  of  Arkan¬ 
sas  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Heselton]; 

After  the  word  “commodities”.  Insert  the 
words  “as  set  forth  in  section  416  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949.” 

In  the  last  sentence  strike  out  the  words 
“advance  as  against”  and  insert  the  word 
“pay”,  and  strike  out  the  period,  insert  a 
comma,  and  add  the  following  language: 
"Provided,  No  transportation  or  handling 
charges  shall  be  Incurred  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  or  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  if  in  so  doing  it  would  lower  the 
total  amount  of  agricultural  commodities 
acquired  by  any  Institution  or  organization 
through  the  normal  channels  of  trade  and 
commerce.” 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  regret  that  I  cannot  support  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Heselton]. 
In  all  sincerity,  I  think  he  has  done  a 
grand  job  in  presenting  to  this  House 
the  conditions  we  have  had  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  potatoes  and  other  perishable 
commodities  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  acquired. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  just  in  order  to  present  a 
clear  issue  and  get  his  amendment  in 
acceptable  form  from  the  standpoint  of 
drafting  and  not  to  do  damage,  would 
not  accept  this  language  which  has  for 
its  purpose  just  two  things:  One  is  to 
carve  out  of  its  application  the  non- 
perishable  commodities;  to  limit  it,  in 
other  words,  to  those  that  are  subject 
to  deterioration.  That  is  the  flrst  pur¬ 
pose.  And  secondly,  not  to  reduce,  by 
this  action,  the  amount  that  recipients 
would  acquire  otherwise  in  the  normal 
channels  of  trade  and  commerce. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  I  conferred  with  him  about  the 
amendment.  I  think  it  is  an  excellent 
addition  to  my  amendment,  and  I  would 
be  very  happy  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas :  Does  he  not  think 
that  since  he  does  not  have  time  to  ex¬ 
plain  his  own  amendment,  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  is  bad,  according 
to  his  own  statement,  that  this  matter 
should  be  left  to  the  Legislative  Commit¬ 
tee  and  not  taken  away  from  us  and 
written  in  any  such  manner  as  this? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  I  agree  wilth 
the  gentleman.  I  am  not  supporting  his 
amendment,  but  if  his  amendment 
should  appeal  to  the  House,  I  do  not 
want  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
to  be  turning  loose  commodities  and  thus 
reduce  the  amount  of  commodities  to  be 
purchased  in  the  normal  channels  of 
trade  and  commerce. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  he  has  to  have  unanimous  consent 
to  put  through  this  procedure,  and  if  he 
does  not  get  unanimous  consent,  I  want 


to  ask  the  gentleman  if  he  does  not  think 
that  this  House  ought  to  let  it  be  set¬ 
tled  in  the  committee. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  I  think  it 
ought  to  be  studied  by  the  Agriculture 
Committee,  but  if  the  Heselton  amend¬ 
ment  is  accepted,  I  would  like  my  amend¬ 
ment  to  be  a  part  of  it.  If  not  accepted 
by  unanimous  consent,  then  it  will  have 
to  be  voted  on. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Heselton]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  understood  he  was 
trying  to  do  this  by  unanimous  consent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  did  not 
understand  that  request. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  understood  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  if  he  would  not 
accept  it  as  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  not  a 
unanimous-consent  request. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Hays]  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Heselton]. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Heselton) 
there  were — ayes  81,  noes  116. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Moulder  ] . 

Mr.  MOULDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Moulder:  Add 
a  new  section  reading  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3.  In  all  transactions  connected  with 
the  purchase  and  sale  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  from  owners  and  operators  of  ele¬ 
vators,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  exercise  due  diligence,  and  take  such 
action  as  may  be  necessary  to  render  eiHcient 
and  satisfactory  service,  so  as  to  avoid  delays 
in  making  receipts  of  weights  and  grade 
certificates,  and  to  achieve  final  settlements 
and  consummation  of  such  transactions.” 

Mr.  MOULDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
support  of  my  amendment,  I  desire  to 
read  a  portion  of  a  letter  from  the  Boon- 
ville  Mill  &  Grain  Co.,  of  Boonville,  Mo. 
I  have  received  several  such  letters: 

February  26,  1949,  CCC  wired  us  to  ship 
at  once  27,554  bushels  of  loan  wheat. 
March  5  the  shipment  was  completed  and  we 
invoiced  them  on  March  7  for  our  charges. 
We  waited  patiently  for  several  months  to 
hear  from  CCC  regarding  payment,  or  for 
weights  and  grades  covering  the  shipments. 
Next  we  started  writing  to  try  to  find  out 
about  it  and  made  a  trip  to  Kansas  City. 
Most  of  our  letters  were  never  answered 
and  when  they  were  it  was  in  an  evasive 
manner.  August  9  we  were  fortunate  enough 
to  receive  a  check  for  a  three-fourths  settle¬ 
ment  of  our  charges  and.  on  December  22, 
we  were  paid  in  full. 


1950 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


We  had  shipped  654  pounds  more  wheat 
than  the  order  called  for,  so  thought  that 
now  our  1948  loan  wheat  was  completed, 
even  though  we  did  not  have  weights  and 
grades  from  CCC  covering  it.  We  are  li¬ 
censed  imder  the  United  States  Federal 
Warehouse  Act  and  our  weights  are  consid¬ 
ered  as  good  as  oiflcial.  On  March  7,  1960, 
exactly  1  year  from  our  invoice  date,  we 
received  a  statement  advising  we  owed  CCC 
$118.21  because  of  a  difference  in  weights. 
They  still  did  not  send  the  weights  and  grade 
certificates  with  the  statement. 

We  handled  an  emergency  shipment  of 
corn,  due  to  a  fiood  in  the  Missouri  River 
bottoms,  also,  in  February  and  March  of  1949. 
To  date  we  have  not  been  paid  for  it  and 
the  answer  to  our  many  letters  is  in  effect 
that  due  to  the  complications  of  red  tape 
between  Government  agencies  all  necessary 
papers  are  not  in  their  files. 

As  a  country  shipper,  we  find  it  is  about 
impossible  to  service  om  farmers  on  the 
small  charge  we  are  permitted  to  make, 
especially  when  we  do  not  know  for  over 
a  year  how  we  come  out  with  Commodity 
Credit.  If  it  is  continued,  possibly  we  will 
have  to  levy  additional  charges  on  them  and 
ask  them  to  wait  for  returns  the  same  as 
we  do. 

The  letter  is  signed  by  R.  E.  Cas- 
sanova. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOULDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  What  is  the 
date  of  that  letter? 

Mr.  MOULDER.  March  10,  1950. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  That  is  the 
same  day  the  committee  put  in  its  report 
practically  what  the  gentleman  has  in 
his  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Gore,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing 
power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
pursuant  to  House  Resolution  513,  he 
reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  GAMBLE.  Definitely  and  very 
much  so,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  defi¬ 
nitely  qualifies. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Gamble  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
with  Instructions  to  report  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  forthwith  with  the  following 
amendments:  Page  1,  line  5,  strike  out 
“$6,750,000,000”  and  insert  “$5,750,000,000”; 
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and  on  line  9  strike  out  “$6,760,000,000”  and 
Insert  “$5,750,000,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Poulson)  there 
were — ayes  77,  noes  179. 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  bill  wag  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

- - stuBjr.TA.1. .noncp  riB 

I  Mr.  KENNEDY  asked  and  was  given 
■permission  to  address  the  House  for  15 
iminutes  today  following  the  disposition 
of  business  on  the  Speaker’s  desk  and  the 
.conclusion  of  special  orders  heretofore 
(granted. 

:  ^  EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

'  DAVENPORT  asked  and  was  giverr 

ipemission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  tJfe  marks  in  the  Record 
‘Recc^  at  that  point  Immediately ^e- 
‘cedlngXhe  vote  taken  on  the  appro^ia- 
ftion  for\he  Committee  on  Un-Aijflerican 
I  Activities; 

Mr.  BUCl^^AN  asked  andj^as  given 
permission  t^xtend  his  ren^rks  in  the 
Record  and  In^de  thereir^n  agenda  of 
hearings  for  th^ext  \^k  and  also  to 
revise  and  extencrv^he  jj^narks  he  made 
earlier  today  in  tho^-Committee  of  the 
Whole. 

DISPENSING  WITH^ BUSSNESS  IN  ORDER 

XI  (2)  (C) 


ON  MONDAY  TJI^DER  Rl 

Mr.  McCO;^ACK.  MA  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  th^the  busi¬ 
ness  in  order  on  Monday  next^lmder  rule 
XI  (2)  (c),  the  so-called  21-ai(^  rule, 
be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  object 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
sachusetts? 

'  There  was  no  objection. 

PROVIDING  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  OVER 
FROM  FRIDAY  TO  MONDAY-  NEXT 

Mr.  MCCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  tomorrow  it  adjourn 
to  meet  on  Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

Mr.  PRICE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
In  the  Record  immediately  preceding  the 
vote  on  the  resolution  with  reference  to 
the  Committee  on  Un-American  Activi¬ 
ties. 

(  COMMITTEE  ON  EXPENDITURES  IN  THE 
I  EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENTS 

:  Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
’  unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
ion  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  De¬ 


partments  may  have  until  midnight  Sat-/ 
irday  to  file  a  report  on  House  Resa- 
ution  516.  ^ 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michiganr^  I 
;hought  the  gentleman  was  alsa^going 
:o  Include  permission  for  the^inority 
;o  file  minority  views. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Yes,  Mr.  ^eaker,  and 
also  that  the  minority  n^y  have  the 
fight  to  file  their  views.  J 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  ^re  objection  to 
;he  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois?  J 

There  was  no  j^jection. 

EXTENSI^  OP  REMARKS 

Mr.  YATE^tfsked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  rftend  his  remarks  in  the 
.---Record  ai^include  a  speech  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguish^ Governor  of  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  drfvered  Tuesday,  March  14,  on 
the  o«(rasion  of  Illinois  Housing  Day. 

DURHAM  asked  and  was  given 
pe;jlhission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
CORD  and  include  a  letter  from  the 
overnor  of  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  .California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re- 

and  include  a 

speech. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  two  editorials. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
the  remarks  he  made  in  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  and  to  include  extraneous 
njatter. 

Mr.  PATTERSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  own  remarks 
in  the  Record  and  include  a  newspaper 
article  and  a  letter. 

Mr.  McDonough  asked  and  was  giv¬ 
en  permission  to  extend  his  own  remarks 
in  the  Record. 

Mr.  SCUDDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  STEFAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  a  newspaper  article 
and  a  letter. 

Mr.  ANGELL  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
ARTiN  of  Massachusetts)  was  given 
pSrmission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Reodrd  and  Include  an  article  on  the 
Pacirkc  Northwest. 

Mr.  WEICHEL  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Martin  Spf  Massachusetts)  was  given 
permission,  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  in  t>i^o  instances  and  in  each  to 
Include  extra'i^ous  matter. 

Mrs.  HARDEN  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Martin  of  MaWchusetts)  was  giveiT 
permission  to  ext^d  her  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include^a  newspaper  article. 

Ml-.  COOLEY  asl^d  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  a  nWspaper  article. 

Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
marks  he  made  in  the  Commtttee  of  the 
Whole  today.  \ 

CORRECTION  OP  VOTe\ 

Mr.  ZABLOCEH.  Mr.  Speak^  on 
roll  call  110,  I  am  recorded  as  not\ot- 
Ing.  I  was  present  and  voted  “aye.’’^ 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Reco^ 
and  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly.  \ 
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.The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to'-the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wis^nsin? 

The^  was  no  objection. 

Iilr.  MSKOP.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll 
call  110,' I  am  recorded  as  not  voting. 

I  was  present  and  voted  “aye.”  I  ask 
unanimous  <jonsent  that  the  Record 
and  Journal  b'l.  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  (?£,  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

REREFERENC^XOF  BILL 

Mr  MURRAY  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous^onsent  that 
the  Committee  on  Post  Om^e  and  Civil 
Service  be  discharged  frohi  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  r\7767)  to 
provide  for  the  payment  of  extp^  com¬ 
pensation  for  certain  work  here\^fore 
performed  by  customs  ofScers  and'i|m- 
ployees,  and  for  other  purposes,  a't^d 
that  the  bill  be  re-referred  to  the  Comv 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary.  ^ 

The  SPEAKER.  -Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CALENDAR  WEDNESDAY 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  business  in 
order  on  Calendar  Wednesday  of  next 
week  be  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SPECIAL  ORDER 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  previous 
order  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Davis]  is  recognized  for 
15  minutes. 

THE  UNITED  STATES  SECRET  SERVICE 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  have  been  reading  and  hearing  a 
great  deal  of  late  about  counterfeit 
money.  Counterfeit  money  is  of  inter¬ 
est  to  all  of  us,  because  if  we  happen  to 
be  victimized  with  it  we  feel  it  in  our 
pocketbooks,  and  any  crime  which  makey' 
the  average  citizen  lose  his  money  feo 
crocks  deserves  our  careful  attentioiv'"  I 
understand  that  during  the  cal^dar 
year  1949  storekeepers  and  other  citi¬ 
zens  lost  $651,445  by  accepting  .^unter- 
feit  bills,  as  against  only  $190,123  in  1948. 
Almost  as  important  is  the  fact  that  in 
1949  our  Government  cap^ifred  $703,423 
before  counterfeiters  were'  able  to  circu¬ 
late  it.  Altogether,  iiv'^1949,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  seized  $1,354,^68  in  counterfeit 
bills,  which  is  more  ^unterfeit  than  has 
been  captured  at  aj*y  time  since  the  peak 
year  of  1935,  when  nearly  $1,500,000  was 
confiscated.  / 

I  would  like/o  point  out  that  the  $700,- 
090  captur^  before  circulation  in  1949 
was-actua^  a  potential  loss  to  our  peo¬ 
ple.  Thjre  is,  this  counterfeit  money 
was  re^y  to  be  passed — and  it  was  only 
because  of  some  intensive  and  effective 
lawrenforcement  work  that  a  lot  of 
p^ple  were  not  victimized  and  that 
scores  of  counterfeiters  and  counterfeit 
passers  are  now  in  custody. 


This  enforcement  job  of  suppressing 
counterfeiting  is  one  of  the  primary  jobs 
of  one  of  the  oldest  investigative  agen¬ 
cies  in  our  Federal  Government — the 
United  States  Secret  Service.  Now 
there  are  quite  a  few  investigative  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Government,  and  some  of 
them  are  better  known  than  others. 
The  United  States  Secret  Service  just 
goes  along  and  does  its  difficult  job 
quietly  and  without  much  fanfare,  and 
I  believe  it  is  time  they  were  given  some 
recognition  for  the  efficient  manner  in 
which  they  carry  out  their  prescribed 
duties.  ^ 

A  great  many  people  probably  are  not 
aware  of  the  nature  of  these  duties.  The 
name.  Secret  Service,  conjures  up  images 
of  spies  and  international  intrigue  and 
involved  plots  which  belong  in  melo¬ 
dramatic  novels  or  in  motion  pictures. 
Actually,  the  United  States  Secret  Serv¬ 
ice  has  three  major  functions.  The  first 
and  most  important  is  the  protection  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
members  of  his  family,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent-elect.  The  second  is  the  suppres-^- 
sion  of  currency  counterfeiting,  and  t^ 
thlKd  is  suppression  of  the  forgery  ^d 
fraudulent  negotiation  of  Government 
checks,,  bonds,  and  other  obli^tions. 
The  Secret  Service  performs  othOT  duties 
relating  to  the  Gold  Reserve,;^ct,  the 
Federal  Dslaosit  Insurance  At^f and  other 
statutes,  and  makes  investi^tions  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  Trfe^sury  D9pa**tment,  as  di¬ 
rected  by  the  S^retary  ^f  the  Treasury. 

I  doubt  that  the  Seqret  Service  is  gen¬ 
erally  associate.d  wM  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment.  In  fact/l  doubt  that  many 
people  know  th^^reasury  Department 
includes  such  t^er  enforcement  agen¬ 
cies  as  the  N^otic  Bureau,  the  Bureau 
of  Customs,/the  Alcohol  Tax  Unit,  the 
Intelligent  Unit  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Burt^-  even  the  United  States 
Coast  efiiard.  At  any  rate,  this  year 
mark^the  eighty-fifth  anniversary  of 
the  founding  of  the  United  States  Secret 
S^^ice.  Its  first  Chief,  William  P. 
Wood,  was  appointed  July  5,  1865,  and 
/the  Service  was  established  to  fight, 
counterfeiters  who  were  flooding  the 
country  with  bogus  money. 

Counterfeiting  plants  were  seized  by 
the  score.  Counterfeiters  were  caught 
and  jailed,  and  respect  for  the  new  crime¬ 
fighting  organization  grev/,  not  only  in 
the  underworld  but  also  among  various 
departments  of  the  Government.  Soon 
these  other  departments  began  to  bor¬ 
row  Secret  Service  agents  to  investigate 
other  crimes.  Since  there  was  then  no 
other  general  Federal  law-enfoi’cement 
agency,  it  became  common  practice  for 
the  Treasury  Department  to  lend  Secret 
Service  agents  upon  request. 

For  example,  in  1898,  during  the  Span- 
ish-American  War,  a  ring  of  Spanish 
spies  with  headquarters  in  Canada  di¬ 
rected  espionage  activities  against  the 
United  States.  Secret  Service  agents 
borrowed  by  the  Department  of  Justice 
set  up  a  counter-espionage  system  and 
unearthed  the  enemy’s  hide-out  near 
Montreal.  The  head  of  the  spy  ring  was 
swiftly  banished  from  Canadian  soil. 

One  of  the  most  important  assign¬ 
ments  ever  given  the  Secret  Service  was 


the  investigation  of  extensive  land  frauds 
perpetrated  upon  the  Government.  “ 
1905,  at  the  request  of  the  Attorney  ^n- 
eral  of  the  United  States,  several  a^ret 
Service  agents  were  lent  to  the  Apart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  to  conduct  thiAnvesti- 
gation.  The  Homestead  Act  ^1852  had 
thrown  western  lands  open  tAettlement. 
Through  dummy  entrymenf  several  cat¬ 
tle  barons  obtained  rich  sizing  land  in¬ 
tended  for  homesteader  Others  con¬ 
trived  to  get  lands  riA  in  coal,  oil,  and 
timber,  on  the  false ^aim  that  the  lands 
were  to  be  used  feagriculture.  In  the 
course  of  the  iAestigation  one  Secret 
Service  man  shot  in  the  back  with 
17  shotgun  sklfes  while  he  investigated 
the  suspecA  theft  of  coal  from  Gov- 
ernment-Qjfrned  land.  His  killers  were 
arrestec^^nd  tried,  but  were  acquitted. 
The  ag^ts  exposed  countless  frauds  and 
recoded  millions  of  acres  of  land  for 
the  government,  and  in  the  course  of 
th^r  work  they  obtained  indictments 
gainst  many  important  and  influential 
.  persons. 

In  1907  Congress  restricted  the  work 
of  the  Secret  Service  to  its  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  duties  and  prohibited  the  lend¬ 
ing  of  agents  to  other  Government  de¬ 
partments.  However,  several  Secret 
Service  agents  were  permanently  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Justice  and 
to  other  Government  departments  to 
form  the  nuclei  around  which  separate 
investigative  units  were  established. 

With  the  approach  of  World  War  I, 
President  Woodrow  Wilson  lifted  pre¬ 
vious  restrictions  and  directed  that  the 
Secret  Service  be  employed  to  uncover 
violations  of  neutrality.  Investigation 
led  to  George  Sylvester  Viereck  and  Dr. 
Heinrich  F.  Albert,  who  were  knee-deep 
in  German  propaganda.  Dr.  Albert  car¬ 
ried  a  mysterious  brief  case  which  he 
guarded  most  carefully.  On  July  24. 
1915,  a  Secret  Service  agent  followed  Dr. 
Albert  as  he  rode  on  an  elevated  train  in 
New  York  City,  and  succeeded  in  obtain¬ 
ing  the  mysterious  brief  case. 

The  case  held  papers  showing  elab¬ 
orate  German  plots  to  influence  Ameri- 
,  can  public  opinion  by  buying  newspapers 
and  magazines.  There  were  plans  to  or¬ 
ganize  strikes  in  munitions  plants;  to 
cortjer  the  supply  of  liquid  chlorine  used 
for  poison  gas;  to  acquire  the  Wright 
Aeroplane  Co.  and  its  patents  for  Ger¬ 
man  us©;  to  cut  off  the  supply  of  cotton 
from  England.  One  sheaf  of  papers  re¬ 
vealed  that  Germany,  through  its  secret 
agents,  had  \  actually  bought  a  large 
munitions  factory  at  Bridgeport,  Conn., 
using  dummy  buyers.  The  plant  ac¬ 
cepted  orders  for  ammunition  from 
Great  Britain  and  Russia  without  any 
intention  of  making  deliveries.  In  the 
words  of  George  Sylvester  Viereck,  “The 
loss  of  the  Albert  brief  case  was  like  the 
loss  of  the  Marne.” 

In  1924,  at  the  suggestion-  of  President 
Coolidge,  the  Secret  Service  w^s  assigned 
to  investigate  the  Teapot  Dome^pil  scan¬ 
dals,  and  its  agents  worked  fof\some  3 
years  before  their  association  with  that 
investigation  became  known.  \ 

Even  today  the  work  of  the  Sebyet 
Service  is  not  known  as  widely  as 'it 
should  be,  yet  the  amount  of  work  ifli 
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H.  R.  6567 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  24  ( legislative  day,  March  8),  11>50 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agricnltnre  and  Forestry 


AN  ACT 

To  increase  the  borrowing-  power  of  Commodity  Credit 

Corporation. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hji  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Act  approved  March  8,  1938  (52 

4  Stat.  108) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  ])v  striking  out  ‘‘$4,750,- 

5  000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$0,750,000,000”. 
G  Sec.  2.  Section  4  (i)  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 

7  tion  Charter  Act  (02  Stat.  1070)  is  amended  hy  striking 

8  out  “$4,750,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  “10,750,000,000”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Ke])resentatives  jMarch  23,  1950, 

Attest:  KALPH  K.  POBEPTS, 
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81st  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  Session  f 

t  No.  1375 

BORROWING  POWER  OF  THE  COMMODITY  CREDIT 

CORPORATION 


March  30  (legislative  day,  March  29),  1950. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT. 


[To  accompany  H.  R.  6567] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  having  considered  the  same,  report  there¬ 
on  with  the  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  an  amendment. 


STATEMENT 


On  March  8,  1950,  your  committee  reported  a  companion  bill,  S.  2826, 
to  the  Senate.  As  stated  in  the  report  on  S.  2826  (S.  Rept.  1326), 
this  legislation  would  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  from  $4,750,000,000  to  $6,750,000,000.  An  in¬ 
crease  in  borrowing  authority  has  become  necessary  because  of  the 
greatly  expanded  operations  of  the  farm  price-support  program.  .The 
total  obligations  and  commitments  of  the  Corporation  are  limited  to 
'  the  amount  of  its  borrowing  power  plus  its  capital  of  $100,000,000, 
and  ample  funds  must  be  provided  the  Corporation  in  order  for  it  to 
carry  out  various  price-support  programs,  some  of  which  are  manda¬ 
tory  by  direction  of  the  Congress./ 

The  latest  report  on  the  status  of  the  obligations  and  commitments 
of  the  Corporation  are  contained  in  the  following  letter  from  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  Charles  F.  Brannan.  The  letter  is  as  follows: 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  March  29,  1950. 

Hon.  Elmer  Thomas, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Senator  Thomas;  This  refers  to  your  request  for  current  information 
concerning  the  status  of  the  borrowing  authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  concerning  any  changes  that  may  have  occurred  with  respect  to 
projected  requirements. 
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There  is  attached  a  schedule  (schedule  I)  showing  in  detail  the  position  of  the 
Corporation  as  of  February  28,  1950,  with  respect  to  the  statutory  borrowing 
authority,  and  with  respect  to  obligations  existing  as  of  that  date  which  may  involve 
the  use  of  borrowing  authority.  As  you  know,  the  Corporation  is  authorized  by 
existing  statutes  to  have  borrowings  outstanding  and  obligations  to  purchase 
loans  held  by  lending  agencies  at  any  one  time  totaling  .114,750,000,000.  The') 
attached  schedule  indicates  that  as  of  February  28,  1950,  the  CCC  had  in  use 
$3,813,256,951.15  of  its  statutory  borrowing  authority,  i.  e.,  actual  borrowing 
totaled  $2,717,228,514.43  and  obligations  to  purchase  commodity  and  storage 
loans  held  by  lending  agencies  amounted  to  $1,096,028,436.72.  This  left  a  net 
statutory  borrowing  authority  available  of  $936,743,048.85.  In  addition,  as 
also  indicated  in  detail  on  schedule  1,  the  Corporation  had  other  current  operating 
obligations  on  February  28,  1950,  amounting  to  $567,969,567.91,  some  part  of 
which  may  be  liquidated  by  the  use  of  borrowing  authority.  These  current 
operating  obligations  include  outstanding  purchase  agreements,  loans  approved 
but  not  fully  processed,  accrued  liabilities,  commitpients  on  storage  facility  loans, 
and  accounts  payable. 

While  we  can  state  the  amount  of  actual  borrowings  from  the  United  States 
Treasury  as  of  any  date,  it  is  not  practical  to  obtain  data  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  borrowings  from  banks,  the  obligation  of  the  Corporation  to  purchase 
loans  held  by  lending  agencies  and  the  amount  of  purchase  agreements,  loans  in 
process  and  other  current  operating  obligations  except  when  the  financial  state¬ 
ments  of  the  Corporation  are  prepared  as  of  each  month  end  from  reports  regularly 
reciuired  as  of  such  dates.  However,  a  current  approximation  of  the  change  in 
the  position  with  respect  to  statutory  borrowing  authority  may  be  obtained  bj’ 
adding  to  the  obligations  to  purchase  loans  held  by  lending  agencies  and  the 
amount  of  borrowings  from  banks  as  of  February"  28,  1950,  the  amount  of  actual 
borrowings  from  the  United  States  Treasury  as  of  a  current  date.  As  of  KTarch 
28,  1950,  the  outstanding  borrowings  from  the  Treasury  amounted  to  $2,705,- 
000,000.  This  amount,  added  to  the  $1,096,028,436.72  of  obligations  to  purchase 
loans  held  by  lending  agencies  as  of  February  28,  1950,  and  the  $6,228,514.43 
of  borrowings  from  banks  as  of  that  date,  makes  an  adjusted  total  of  $3,807,256,- 
951.15,  leaving  available  $942,743,048.85  of  the  statutory  borrowing  power  of 
$4,750,000,000. 

Corn  and  cotton  are  the  two  major  commodities  on  which  1949  crop  price- 
support  loans  are  still  available  to  producers.  Cotton  loans  made  have  been 
exceeded  by  redemptions  in  recent  weeks  (there  were  net  redemptions  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $34,000,000  during  the  3  weeks  ended  March  23,  1950).  Corn  loans 
are  being  made  in  substantial  volume,  the  amount  of  such  loans  made  totaling 
$133,701,083  in  January  1950  and  $75,982,161  in  February. 

As  of  February  28,  1950,  a  total  of  $4,036,175,000  was  invested  in  CCC  price- 
support-program  loans  and  inventories,  of  which  $2,229,810,000  represented  the 
investment  in  loans  and  $1,806,365,000  represented  the  cost  value  of  inventories. 
Full  detail  by  commodities  with  respect  to  these  totals  is  shown  in  schedule  2, 
attached. 

As  indicated  in  my  letter  of  March  1,  1950,  sufficient  borrowing  authority  is 
available  to  meet  all  recpiirements  of  the  Corporation  on  1949-crop  price-support 
-operations.  We  make  a  continuous  review  of  the  projections  of  the  Corporation’s 
financial  requirements,  and  while  events  have  transpired  .since  our  estimates  were 
submitted  to  your  committee  that  may  affect  the  amount  of  funds  actually  re- 
cpiired,  it  is  our  current  estimate  that  the  Corporation  may  require  as  much  as 
6.3  billion  dollars  to  carry  inventories  acquired  from  1949  and  prior  crops  and  at 
the  same  time  carry  out  price  support  on  1950  crops. 

I  would  like  to  reemphasize  that  the  Corporation  needs  a  reserve  in  borrowing 
authority  at  all  times  over  and  above  the  amount  actually  in  use.  Considering 
these  facts,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  $2,000,000,000  additional  borrowing  power 
which  would  be  provided  by  S.  2826  is  the  minimum  amount  required  to  assure  the 
ability  of  the  Corporation  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities  for  farm  price-support 
^operations  with  respect  to  1950  crops. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ch.\rles  F.  Br.-vnn.\n,  Secretary. 
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Schedule  1. — Status  of  statutory  borrowing  ardhority  as  of  Feb.  28,  1950,  and 
obligations  as  of  that  date  which  may  require  the  use  of  borrowing  aidhority 

Statutory  borrowing  authority _  $4,  750,  000,  000.  00 

Borrowings : 

From  U.  S.  Treasury _  $2,  711,  000,  000.  00 

From  banks _  6,  228,  514.  43 

Total _  2,  717,  228,  514.  43 

Obligations  to  purchase  commodity 

loans  held  by  lending  agencies _  1,  092,  172,  518.  57 

Obligations  for  guaranty  of  storage- 

facility  loans  held  by  lending  agencies,  3,  855,  918.  15 

Total  statutory  obligations _  3,  813,  256,  951.  15 

Net  statutory  borrowing  author¬ 
ity  available _  936,  743,  048.  85 


OTHER  OBLIOATIONS  WHICH  M.AY  REQUIRE  THE  USE  OF  BORROWINO  AUTHORITY 

Contingent  liabilities  under  outstanding  purchase  agree¬ 


ments _ _  $194,  915,  000.  00 

Approved  commitments  to  make  or  guarantee  loans  on 

storage  facilities _  2,  294,  221.  00 

Loans  approved,  not  fully  processed _  165,  828,  225.  53 

Accounts  payable _  63,  999,  741.  62 

Accrued  liabilities _  140,  932,  379.  76 


Total  other  obligations _ ' _  567,  969,  567.  91 


Schedule  2. — Quantity  and  value  of  coniniodities  pledged  for  outstanding  loans  and 
commodities  in  price-support  inventory  as  of  Feb.  28,  1950 

[All  figures  in  thousands] 


Commodity 

Unit 

Pledged  for  loans  ' 

In  inventory 

Quantity 

Value 

Quantity 

Valud 

Corn _ _ _ 

563, 746 
324.  825 
2,  638 
365,  251 

$768, 551 
645, 036 
373,  537 
145, 833 

167,  583 
144, 853 
3, 646 

$255,  734 
358, 042 
613, 353 

Wheat- . 

...  do 

Cotton,  upland  . . . 

Bales  . 

Tobacco.. . - . . . . . 

Pounds _  . 

Linseed  oii . . 

...do . 

421,577 
12,801 
79,  318 
2,073 
4,  866 
25,  079 
92,  797 
294,  252 
11,256 
210,  838 
2,006 
35,  427 
74,  737 
199 
24,  806 
133 

3 

35,  326 

2 

1,812 

631 

3,  380 

1 

9,877 
10,  073 
725 
3,.  770 
5,083 
949 
178 
925 

119,  549 
81,  278 
101,362 
5,  854 
43,  025 
36,  064 
57,  670 
37, 532 
9,  772 
17, 145 
5,  056 
27,  688 
8,695 
10,  328 
8,397 
230' 

■  15 
3,  593: 
12 
984 
1,165 
1,367 
168 
937 
608 
147 
173 
168 
116 
84 
54 

Flaxseed . 

9,080 

33,  640 

Eggs,  dried . . . 

Pounds 

Grain  sorghum  _ _ _  .  ..  _ 

Hundredweight. . 
--do  .  . 

42,161 
7,145 
27,  315 

94,  979 
49,  254 
29, 793 

Beans,  dry  edible . . . 

Barley . . . .  .  . 

Bushels 

Butter _ _ _  _  .. 

Pounds..  _ 

Milk,  dried . 

_ do 

Oats. . . . . 

Bushels 

29.  989 
178,989 
10.513 

19,985 
12, 191 
22, 172 

Rosin  . . . 

Pounds. . 

Soybeans . . 

Bushels 

Wooi. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Pounds..  . . 

Peanuts . . . . . 

_ do.  ..  - 

148,232 

7 

14,  626 
358 

Cottonseed.. . . . 

Tons... 

Cheese.. . . . . 

Poimds _ ...  . 

Potatoes,  Irish.  . . . 

Hundredweight.  - 
_ .do  . 

11, 175 
1,536 

7,  829 
6,586 

Rice. . .  . . . 

Prunes..  . . . . . . . 

Pounds . 

Peas,  dry  edibie...  . . 

Turpentine . . . . 

Rye  . .  . 

Hundredweight- . 

Galions _ 

Bushels 

750 

2,982 

823 

2,309 

1,225 

989 

Turkeys  . .  ...  .  . . 

Pounds 

Cotton,  American  Egyptian . . . 

Bales.  . . . 

3 

773 

Raisins.  .  . i _ ’. . . 

Pounds . . 

Potato  starch . . .  . . 

--  -do  . 

Seeds,  hay  and  pasture . 

-  -do 

1,201 

144 

Seeds,  winter  cover  crop . 

. do . 

Cottonseed  meal...  . 

_ do  . . 

Cottonseed  oil . 

_ do 

Flax  fiber .  . . . . 

...  do . 

Cotton  linters . . . . . 

.  .  do . 

Total . . . . . 

2,  229,  810 

1, 806, 365. 

>  Includes  loans  approved  but  not  fully  processed. 
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COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

The  committee  amendment  to  the  bill  is  a  complete  substitute  for 
section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1933,  relative  to 
import  fees  and  quotas  on  agricultural  commodities.  Under  the 
authority  of  section  22,  the  President  may  impose  fees  or  quotas  on 
agricultural  imports  if  it  is  found  that  such  imports  are  rendering 
ineffective  or  materially  interfering  with  any  price-support  program 
or  any  other  program  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
with  respect  to  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof. 
Section  22  presently  provides  that  the  United  States  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  will  investigate  the  facts  of  such  interference  and  report  to  the 
President;  the  committee  amendment  would  transfer  this  function  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

^  Section  22  also  provides  that  no  proclamation  made  under  it  shall 
be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any  treaty  or  other  international 
agreement  to  which  the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a 
party.  The  committee  amendment  to  section  22  would  provide  that 
no  international  agreement  could  be  entered  into  by  the  United  States, 
or  renewed,  extended,  or  allowed  to  extend  beyond  its  termination 
date  in  contravention  of  section  22.  Your  committee  believes  that 
such  protection  must  be  given  the  farm  price  support  program  in  this 
country  if  it  is  to  accomplish  its  purpose.  Therefore,  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  recommended  for  enactment. 

HANDLING  OF  GOVERNMENT-OWNED  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

As  reported  by  the  committee  on  March  8,  1950,  S.  2826  was 
amended  to  provide  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  be 
required  to  employ  the  services  of  dealers,  commission  merchants,  and 
other  usual  and  customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of 
trade  and  commerce  in  the  acquisition,  warehousing,  transporting, 
processing,  or  handling  of  agricultural  commodities.  Following 
recommital  of  the  bill  to  the  committee,  a  subcommittee  was  appointed 
to  conduct  hearings  on  the  proposed  amendment  and  make  a  report 
to  the  committee.  The  subcommittee  recommended  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  deleted  from  this  legislation  and  your  committee  concurs  with 
that  recommendation.  However,  your  committee  has  directed  that 
a  subcommittee  be  maintained  for  continuing  observation  of  the 
handling  of  Government-owned  agricultural  commodities. 

The  subcommittee  report,  approved  by  the  full  committee,  is 
attached  hereto  and  made  a  part  of  this  report. 

Report  of  the  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 

Forestry  on  S. 2826 

Your  subcommittee  hereby  reports  favorably  on  S.  2826,  a  bill  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  with  amendments. 

The  bill,  S.  2826,  when  referred  to  this  subcommittee,  contained  (1)  two  sec¬ 
tions  which  ivould  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  by  $2,000,000,000,  (2)  a  section  directing  the  Corporation  to  employ  the 
facilities  of  private  industry  in  the  handling  of  agricultural  commodities,  and 
(3)  a  section  revising  section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1933 
relative  to  import  quotas  and  fees  on  agricultural  commodities.  Your  subcom¬ 
mittee  recommends  that  the  section  directing  full  utilization  of  private  trade 
facilities  by  the  Corporation  be  deleted  from  the  bill. 


BORROWING  POWER  OF  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  5 


UTILIZATION  OF  PRIVATE  TRADE  FACILITIES 

The  extent  to  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  should  utilize  the  usual 
and  customary  channels  of  trade  and  commerce  in  its  handling  of  agricultural 
commodities  was  investigated  thoroughly  in  the  hearings  conducted  by  your 
subcommittee.  The  proposed  amendment  to  the  bill  would  direct  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  employ  dealers,  commission  merchants,  and  the  other  usual  and  customary 
channels,  facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade  and  commerce  in  the  acquisition, 
warehousing,  transporting,  processing,  handling  and  disposition  of  any  agricultural 
commodity.  Department  of  Agriculture  officials  testified  that  such  a  directive 
would  seriously  impair  the  operation  of  the  farm  price  support  program  by  sub¬ 
jecting  the  Corporation  to  unreasonable  fees  and  unnecessary  expenses,  and  by 
loss  of  operating  control  in  the  handling  of  all  Government-owned  agricultural 
commodities. 

Representatives  of  the  private  grain  trade  recommended  approval  of  the 
amendment  as  a  solution  to  problems  confronting  the  industry  in  its  relations  with 
the  Federal  Government.  In  general  the  private  trade  witnesses  urged  more,  if 
not  complete,  utilization  of  regular  facilities  and  especially  emphasized  the  hard¬ 
ships  imposed  on  them  by  the  present  bypassing  of  certain  segments  of  the  private 
trade.  Three  specific  complaints  were; 

1.  That  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  failed  to  make  prompt  financial 
settlements  for  services  rendered  by  country  elevators  in  the  handling  and  ship¬ 
ment  of  grain  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  the  local  area 
where  it  is  produced  to  the  grain  terminals.  Delays  of  payments  for  many 
months  were  frequent  during  the  1949  operation. 

2.  That  the  Corporation  has  failed  to  advise  within  a  reasonable  time  country 
elevators  of  down  grading  and  shortages  in  weight  of  shipments  of  Government- 
owned  grain  as  reported  by  inspectors  at  the  terminal  markets.  As  a  result  of  this 
delay  the  country  elevators  were  often  deprived  of  their  right  to  call  for  a  recheck 
or  appeal  and  their  liability  for  the  value  of  the  shortage  was  continued. 

3.  That  the  Corporation  has  failed  to  utilize  the  services  of  commission  mer¬ 
chants,  which,  the  trade  representatives  asserted,  would  correct  to  a  great  extent 
the  problems  cited  above. 

The  bone  of  contention  of  the  commission  merchants  is  that  they  should  be 
employed  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the  handling  of  any  movement 
of  grain  from  the  country  elevators  to  the  grain  terminals,  irrespective  of  whether 
or  not  the  grain  is  actually  sold.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Corporation  contends 
that  this  service  should  be  performed  at  the  expense  of  the  country  elevators,  for 
the  reason  that  the  Corporation  already  pays  a  fee  to  the  country  elevators  for 
all  necessary  services;  that,  therefore,  the  employment  of  commission  merchants 
would  simply  benefit  the  country  elevators  and  would  incur  an  added  expense  to 
the  operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  country  elevator 
operators  contend  that  they  are  unable  to  employ  and  pay  commission  merchants 
out  of  the  fees  paid  them  by  the  Corporation. 

Evidence  presented  to  the  subcommittee  indicates  that  the  complaints  regarding 
the  long  delay  in  financial  settlements  and  advisement  on  the  status  of  shipments 
are  justified.  At  the  same  time,  your  subcommittee  recognizes  that  surplus 
production  in  1949  and  the  necessary  use  of  new  personnel  to  handle  the  tre¬ 
mendously  increased  volume  of  the  farm  price  support  program  have  contributed 
to  the  failure  of  the  Corporation  to  operate  the  program  as  efficiently  as  might 
be  expected.  Yet  these  problems  must  be  overcome  if  the  price  support  program 
is  to  be  handled  effectively  and  economically. 

Your  subcommittee,  in  recommending  deletion  of  the  section  requiring  com¬ 
plete  utilization  of  private-trade  facilities,  does  not  intend  by  that  action  that  no 
change  be  effected  in  the  handling  of  grains  acquired  under  the  price-supjx>rt 
program.  Inste.ad  your  subcommittee  is  convinced  that  more  efficient  operation 
is  necessary.  The  problem  should  be  solved  through  administrative  action  on 
the  part  of  the  Corporation  and  through  negotiation  with  the  private  agencies 
concerned,  rather  than  by  detailed  legislative  direction  in  the  law.  The  intent 
of  the  Congress  that  the  Corporation  should  utilize  private-trade  facilities  wherever 
possible  could  hardly  be  stated  more  plainly  than  as  now  written  in  the  present 
charter  of  the  Corporation.  Yet  the  decisions  as  to  the  details  of  such  utilization 
should  be  made  by  the  Corporation  in  the  course  of  its  administration  of  the 
program. 

The  country-elevator  operator,  acting  as  an  agent  for  the  Corporation,  has  un¬ 
doubtedly  experienced  financial  hardships  in  the  past  through  delays  in  payment  of 
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accounts  and  lack  of  information  on  shipments.  Grain-trade  representatives 
recommended  the  use  of  commission  merchants  by  the  Corporation  to  meet  this 
problem.  Certainly  the  Corporation  is  obligated  to  deal  fairly  with  its  agents 
and  a  method  must  be  found  whereby  the  interests  of  the  ijrivate  operator  are 
protected.  While  compulsory  utilization  of  trade  facilities  as  directed  by  the 
amendment  in  question  offers  a  possible  solution  to  this  problem,  your  subcom¬ 
mittee  believes  that  satisfactory  arrangements  can  be  formulated  through  nego¬ 
tiation  between  the  Corporation  and  the  private  trade.  It  is  this  latter  procedure 
that  your  subcommittee  recommends  at  present  rather  than  the  adoption  of  a 
mandatory  program  as  contemplated  by  the  proposed  amendment. 

The  greatly  increased  volume  of  farm  price-support  operations  has  already 
been  noted.  Present  crop  production  in  the  United  States  and  general  economic 
conditions  indicate  that  such  a  trend  will  continue.  In  addition,  prospective 
reduction  in  agricultural  exports  comprise  a  serious  threat  to  the  welfare  of  our 
farmers.  These  problems  must  be  solved  quickly  and  effectively  if  the  price- 
support  program  is  to  serve  its  purpose.  Your  subcommittee  believes  it  will 
require  the  combined  efforts  of  public  adminkstrators  and  private  traders  to  meet 
the  challenge  and  that  close  cooperation  between  the  two  groups  is  of  vital  im¬ 
portance.  If  such  cooperation  does  not  result,  your  subcommittee  believes 
legislative  reconsideration  of  the  detailed  handling  of  agricidtural  commodities 
acquired  under  price-support  operations  will  be  in  order. 

REVISION  OF  SECTION  22  OF  THE  AGRICULTUR.A.!.,  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1933 

Your  subcommittee  considered  the  amendment  which  would  revise  section  22 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1933,  relating  to  import  quotas  and  fees 
on  agricultural  commodities.  After  a  full  discussion  of  the  amendment  and  its 
possible  effects  on  the  reciprocal  trade  agreements  program,  the  subcommittee 
directed  its  chairman  (Senator  Ellender)  to  consult  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  (Senator  George)  and  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  (Senator  Connallj’),  with  a  view  to  obtaining 
advice  and  assistance  from  experts  of  the  respective  committees  in  drafting  an 
amendment  to  the  language  contained  in  the  pending  bill,  which  would  project 
the  Government’s  price-support  activities  without  doing  violence  to  the  reciprocal 
trade  agreements  program. 

The  chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  designated  a  member 
of  his  committee’s  staff  to  attend  the  consultation,  and  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  suggested  that  representatives  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  be  permitted  to  attend  the  meeting. 

In  accordance  with  this  understanding,  representatives  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  met  on  March  27  with  staff  members  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  and  Senate  Agriculture  Committee  and  an  attorney  from  the  office 
of  the  Senate  legislative  counsel.  The  following  amendment  to  the  language 
of  the  pending  bill  has  been  suggested  as  a  result  of  this  meeting,  which  your 
subcommittee  submits  to  the  full  committee  without  recommendation: 

On  page  5,  strike  out  lines  19  through  22  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of 
any  treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to  which  the  United  States  is  or 
hereafter  becomes  a  party;  but  no  international  agreement  or  amendment  to  an 
existing  international  agreement  shall  hereafter  be  entered  into  which  does  not 
permit  the  enforcement  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries 
to  which  such  agreement  or  amendment  is  applicable  to  the  full  extent  that  the 
general  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade,  as  heretofore  entered  into  by  the  United 
Stages,  permits  such  enforcement  with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to 
which  such  general  agreement  is  applicable.  Prescription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty 
for  any  article  than  that  prescribed  by  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade 
shall  not,  if  subject  to  the  escape  provisions  of  such  general  agreement,  be  deemed 
a  violation  of  this  subsection. 

Allen  J.  Ellender,  Chairman. 
Spessard  L.  Holland 
George  D.  Aiken, 

Edward  .1.  Thye. 


BORROWING  POWER  OF  COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION  7 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Kules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Act  of  March  8,  1938,  As  Amended 

Sec.  4.  With  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue  and  have  outstanding  at  any  one  time, 
bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  other  similar  obligations  in  an  aggregate  amount 
not  exceeding  [$4, 750, 000, 000 750, 000, 000.  Such  obligations  shall  be  in  such 
forms  and  denominations,  shall  have  such  maturities,  shall  bear  such  rates  of 
interest,  shall  be  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions,  and  shall  be  issued  in  such 
manner  and  sold  at  such  prices  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Such  obligations 
shall  be  fully  and  unconditionally  guaranteed  both  as  to  interest  and  principal 
by  the  United  States,  and  such  guaranty  shall  be  expressed  on  the  face  thereof, 
and  such  obligations  shall  be  lawful  investments  and  may  be  accepted  as  security 
for  all  fiduciary,  trust,  and  public  funds  the  investment  or  deposit  of  which  shall 
be  under  the  authority  or  control  of  the  United  States  or  any  officer  or  officers 
thereof.  In  the  event  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  unable 
to  pay  upon  demand,  when  due,  the  principal  of,  or  interest  on,  such  obligations, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  the  holder  the  amount  thereof  which 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  and  thereupon  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  so  paid  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  succeed  to  all  the  rights  of  the  holders  of  such 
obligations.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  his  discretion,  is  authorized  to 
purchase  any  obligations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  issued  hereunder, 
and  for  such  purpose  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  to  use  as  a 
public-debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities  hereafter 
issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  purposes  for 
which  securities  may  be  issued  under  such  Act,  as  amended,  are  extended  to 
include  any  purchases  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s  obligations  here¬ 
under.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  at  any  time  sell  any  of  the  obligations 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  acquired  by  him  under  this  section.  All 
redemptions,  p»irchases,  and  sales  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  the  obliga¬ 
tions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  treated  as  public-debt 
transactions  of  the  United  States.  No  such  obligations  shall  be  issued  in  excess 
of  the  assets  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  including  the  assets  to  be 
obtained  from  the  proceeds  of  such  obligations,  but  a  failure  to  comply  with  this 
provision  shall  not  invalidate  the  obligations  or  the  guaranty  of  the  same:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  this  sentence  shall  not  limit  the  authoritv  of  the  Corporation  to  issue 
obligations  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  its  annual  budget  programs  submitted 
to  and  approved  by  the  Congress  pursuant  to  the  Government  Corporation 
Control  Act  (31  U)  S.  C.,  1946  edition,  sec.  841).  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  have  power  to  purchase  such  obligations  in  the  open  market 
at  any  time  and  at  any  price. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act 

Sec.  4.  General  Pow'ers. — The  Corporation  *  *  * 

(i)  May  borrow  money  subject  to  any  provision  of  law  applicable  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration:  Provided,  That  the  total  of  all  money  borrowed  by  the  Corporation, 
other  than  trust  deposits  and  advances  received  on  sales,  shall  not  at  any  time 
exceed  in  the  aggregate  [$4,750,000,000]  $6,760,000,000.  The  Corporation  shall 
at  all  times  reserve  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  authorized  borrowing  power  which, 
together  with  other  funds  available  to  the  Corporation,  will  enable  it  to  purchase, 
in  accordance  with  its  contracts  with  lending  agencies,  notes,  or  other  obligations 
evidencing  loans  made  by  such  agencies  under  the  Corporation’s  programs. 
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1933,  AS  Amended 


[Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  President  has  reason  to  believe  that  any  article 
or  articles  are  being  or  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render 
ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  any  program  or  operation  undertaken 
under  this  title  or  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended, 
or  section  32,  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved 
August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  operation 
undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  or  any  agency  operating  under  its 
direction,  with  respect  to  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to 
reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the  United  States 
'rom  any  agricultural_commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to  which  any 
s'hcff'program  or  operation  is  being  uiKfeTtafeun,  Ite—stlal^ cause  an  immediate 
investigation  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission,  which  shall 
give  precedence  to  investigations  under  this  section  to  determine  such  facts. 
Such  investigation  shall  be  made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing 
to  interested  parties,  and  shall  be  conducted  subject  to  such  regulations  as  the 
President  shall  specify. 

[(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  inve.stigation  and  report  to  him  of  findings  and 
recommendations  made  in  connection  therewith,' the  President  finds  the  existence 
^of  such  facts,  he  shall  by  proclamation  impose  such  fees  not  in  excess  of  50  per 
centum  ad  valorem  or  such  quantitative  limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  which 
may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds  and 
declares  shown  by  such  investigation  to  be  necessary  in  order  that  the  entry  of 
such  article  or  articles  will  not  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  iqaterially 
interfere  with,  any  program  or  operation  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  or  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the  United 
States  from  any  such  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to 
which  any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken:  Provided,  That  no  proc¬ 
lamation  under  this  section  shall  impose  any  limitation  on  the  total  quantity  of 
any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for 
consumption  which  reduces  such  permissible  total  quantity  to  proportionately 
less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  total  quantity  of  such  article  or  articles  which  was 
entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  during  a  representative 
period  as  determined  by  the  President:  And  provided  further,  That  in  designating 
any  article  or  articles,  the  President  may  describe  them  by  physical  qualities, 
value,  use,  or  upon  such  other  bases  as  he  shall  determine. 

[(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  President  by  proclamation  under 
this  section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or  modification  thereof,  shall  become 
effective  on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and  such  fees  shall  be  treated 
for  administrative  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  32  of  Public  Law 
Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as  amended, 
as  duties  imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  but  such  fees  sh.all  not  be  coii-sidered 
as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting  any  preferential  concession  under  any 
international  obligation  of  the  United  States. 

[(d)  After  inve.stigation,  report,  finding,  and  declaration  in  the  manner  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  case  of  a  proclamation  issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  any  proclamation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation  may  be  suspended  or 
terminated  by  the  President  whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that  the  circum¬ 
stances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof  no  longer  exist  or  may  be 
modified  by  the  President  whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that  changed  circum¬ 
stances  recpiire  such  modification  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

[(e)  Any  decision  of  the  President  as  to  facts  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 
[(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  .section  shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of 
any  treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to  which  the  United  States  is  or 
hereafter  becomes  a  party.] 

Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agricidture  has  reason  to  believe  that  any 
article  or  articles  are  being  or  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render 
ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  any  program  or  operation  undertaken  under 
this  title  or  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  or  section 
32,  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935, 
as  amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  operation  undertaken  by  the 
Department  of  Agricidture,  or  any  agency  operating  under  its  direction,  with  respect 
to  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount 
of  any  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed 
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in  the  United  States  from  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect 
to  which  any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  cause,  on  his 
own  motion  or  on  the  motion  of  interested  producers  or  processors,  an  immediate 
investigation  to  he  made  by  the  appropriate  office  or  agency  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  affected  program, 
which  shall  give  precedence  to  investigations  under  this  section  to  determine  such 
facts.  Such  investigation  shall  be  made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing 
to  interested  parties,  and  shall  be  conducted  subject  to  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  shall  specify. 

(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report  to  him  of  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  made  in  connection  therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  the 
existence  of  such  facts,  he  shall  certify  to  the  President  such  facts  and  the  President 
may  by  proclamation  impose  such  fees  not  in  excess  of  60  per  centum  ad  valorem  or 
such  quantitative  limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds  and  declares  shown  by  such 
investigation  to  be  necessary  in  order  that  the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  any  program  or 
operation  referred  to  in  subsection  (a),  of  this  section,  or  reduce  substantially  the 
amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any  such  agricultural 
commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or  operation  is 
being  undertaken:  Provided,  That  no  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  impose 
any  limitation  on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered, 
or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  which  reduces  such  permissible  total 
quantity  to  proportionately  less  than  60  per  centum  of  the  total  quantity  of  such 
article  or  articles  ivhich  was  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption 
during  a  representative  period  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture:  And 
provided  further.  That  in  designating  any  article  or  articles,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  may  describe  them  by  physical  qualities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other  bases 
as  he  shall  determine. 

.  (c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  President  by  proclamation  under  this 
section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or  modification  thereof,  shall  become  effective 
on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and  such  fees  shall  be  treated  for  administra¬ 
tive  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy- 
fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1936,  as  amended,  as  duties  imposed  by  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930,  but  such  fees  shall  not  be  considered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of 
granting  any  preferential  concession  under  any  international  obligation  of  the  United 
States. 

{d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declaration  in  the  manner  provided  in 
the  case  of  a  proclamation  issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  procla¬ 
mation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation  may  be  suspended  or  terminated  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the  President  that  the 
circumstances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof  no  longer  exist  or  may  be 
modified  by  the  President  whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to 
the  President  that  changed  circumstances  require  such  modification  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section. 

(e)  Any  decision,  finding,  or  certification  of  facts  and  required  fees  or  quantitative 
limitations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 

if)  No  international  agreement  hereafter  shall  be  entered  into  by  the  United  States, 
or  renewed,  extended  or  allowed  to  extend  beyond  its  permissible  termination  date  in 
contravention  of  this  section. 
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81st  CONGKESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1380 

H.  R.  6567 

[Report  No.  1375] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  24  (legislative  day,  March  8),  1950 
Read  twice  and  referred  tq  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

March  30  (legislative  day,  March  29),  1950 
Reported  by  Mr.  Ellender,  with  an  amendment 

[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 

Corporation. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Act  approved  March  8,  1938  (52 

4  Stat.  108) ,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$4,750,- 

5  000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$6,750,000,000”. 

6  Sec.  2.  Section  4  (i)  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 

7  tion  Charter  Act  (62  Stat.  1070)  is  amended  by  striking 

8  out  “$4,750,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  “$6,750,000,000”. 

10  Sec.  3.  Section  22  of  the  Agricidtural  Adjustment  Act, 

11  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  7,  sec.  624),  is  hereby  amended 

12  to  read  as  follows: 
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'‘Sec.  .22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  reason  to  believe  that  any  article  or  articles  are  being 
or  are  practically  certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  niatericdly  interfere 
n)ith,  any  program  or  operation  undertahen  under  this  title 
or  the  Soil  Gonservation  and  Ddmestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  or  section  32,  Public  Law  Numbered  320, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as 
amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  undertahen  by  the  Department  of  Agricidture,  or  any 
agency  operating  under  its  direction,  with  respect  to  any 
agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce 
substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce 
substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the 
United  States  from  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product 
thereof  with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  cause,  on  his  own  motion 
or  on  the  motion  of  interested  producers  or  processors,  an 
immediate  investigation  to  be  made  by  the  appropriate  office 
or  agency  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  affected  program, 
which  shall  give  precedence  to  investigations  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  determine  such  facts.  Such  investigation  shall  be 
made  after  due  notice  and.  opportunity  for  hearing  to  inter- 
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ested  parties,  and,  shall  he  conducted  subject  to  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  specify. 

“(h)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report  to 
him  of  findings  and  recommendations  made  in  connection 
therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  the  existence 
of  such  facts,  he  shall  certify  to  the  President  such  facts  and 
the  President  may  hy  proclamation  impose  such  fees  not 
in  excess  of  50  per  centum  ad  valorem  or  such  quantitative 
limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  which  may  he  enlered, 
or  ivithdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds 
and  declares  shown  hy  such  investigation  to  he  necessary 
in  order  that  the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not 
render  or  tend  to  render  i)ieffective,  or  materially  interfere 
with,  any  program  or  operation  referred  to  in  subsection  (a), 
of  this  section,  or  reduce  suhstanticdly  the  amount  of  any 
product  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any  such  agri- 
culturcd  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to  which 
any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  impose 
any  limitation  on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles 
which  may  he  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  irarehouse,  for 
consumption  which  reduces  such  permissihle  total  quantity 
to  proportionately  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  total 
quantity  of  such  article  or  articles  which  was  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  during  a  repre- 
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sentative  period  as  determined  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture:  And  provided  further,  That  in  designating  any 
article  or  articles,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  describe 
them  hy  physical  qualities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other 
bases  as  he  shall  determine. 

^^(c)  The  fees  arid  limitations  imposed  by  the  President 
by  proclamation  under  this  section  and  any  revocation,  sus¬ 
pension,  or  modification  thereof,  shall  become  effective  on 
such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and  such  fees  shall  be 
treated  for  administrative  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of 
section  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth 
Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  as  duties 
imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  but  such  fees  shall  not 
be  considered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting  any 
preferential  concession  under  any  international  obligation 
of  the  United  States. 

“(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declara¬ 
tion  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  case  of  a  proclamation 
issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  proc¬ 
lamation  or  provision  of  such  pmclamation  may  be  suspended 
or  terminated  by  the  President  whenever  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the  President  that  the 
circumstances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof 
no  longer  exist  or  may  be  modified  by  the  President  when¬ 
ever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies  to  the 
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1  President  that  changed  circumstances  require  such  niodifi- 

2  cation  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

3  decision,  finding,  or  certification  of  facts  and 

4  required  fees  or  quantitative  limitations  of  the  Secretary  of 

5  Agriculture  under  this  section  shall  he  final. 

6  ^‘(f)  No  international  agreement  hereafter  shall  he 

7  entered  into  hy  the  United  States,  or  renewed,  extended,  or 

8  allowed  to  extend  heyond  its  permissible  termination  date 

9  in  contravention  of  this  section.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  23,  1950. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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81st  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  6567 


m  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  13  (legislative  day,  March  29),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Williams  (for  himself,  Mr, 
Ives,  Mr.  Saltoj^stall,  Mr.  Hendeickson,  Mr.  Beidges, 
Mr.  Elandees,  Mr.  Tobey,  and  Mr.  Cain)  to  the  -bill 
(H.  K.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Coi'poration,  viz: 

2  On  page  1,  strike  out  sections  1  and  2  and  renumber 

2  section  3  accordingly. 

3  At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill  insert  a  new  section 

4  to  read: 

5  ‘^Sec.  .  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (d) 
g  of  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law 
7  Numbered  439,  Eighty-first  Congress)  are  hereby  repealed.” 
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the  Njvy  Department  will  take  no  fur- 
th^  steps  to  collect  the  balance  of  the 
$63^0  and  will  return  the  $6,200  al- 
read:^ollected.  The  Navy  Department 
estimatSe  that  there  will  be  less  than  100 
claims  to)|^eimbursement  for  shipments 
of  household  effects  which  were  author¬ 
ized  prior  to^une  13,  1947,  the  cost  of 
which  will  nX  exceed  $30,000.  •  There¬ 
fore,  the  total  additional  cost  of  this  bill 
might  involve  aiwoximately  $36,200. 

Tlie  committee  ^nsidered  all  aspects 
of  this  problem,  incJuding  the  views  of 
the  Comptroller  GeneWl,  and  concluded 
that  in  view  of  the  ^all  number  of 
claims  involved  and  that^ipments  were 
made  in  good  faith,  it  is  iiMhe  best  in¬ 
terest  of  all  concerned  to\ecommend 
the  favorable  consideration  oKthis  bill. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  th?k)k  the 
Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  Bhere 
objection  to  the  present  consider atiom^l.' 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  SsnateN 
preceded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  2860) 
to  authorize  payment  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  household  effects  of  certain  naval 
personnel,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  with 
an  amendment,  on  page  2,  line  1,  after 
the  word  “been”,  to  strike  out  “effected” 
and  insert  “authorized”,  so  as  to  make 
the  bill  read ; 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  payment  of  the 
cost  of  transportation  (including  packing, 
crating,  drayage,  and  unpacking)  of  house¬ 
hold  effects  of  members  of  the  naval  forces, 
upon  release  from  active  duty,  from  their 
homes  of  record  to  places  selected  by  such 
members  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  made 
from  current  appropriations  as  may  bs  avail¬ 
able  for  such  services  and  any  payments  rep¬ 
resenting  the  cost  of  such  transportation  (in¬ 
cluding  packing,  crating,  drayage,  and  un¬ 
packing)  heretofore  made,  are  ratified  and 
approved:  Provided,  That  such  transporta¬ 
tion  shall  have  been  authorized  prior  to  June 
13,  1947,  pursuant  to  duly  promulgated  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  Navy  Department:  Provided 
further.  That  the  transportation  costs  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  paid  hereunder  are  limited  to 
the  constructive  costs  of  transportation  from 
the  last  duty  stations  to  the  homes  of  record. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engross^ 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  yme, 
and  passed. 

BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  3304)  to  amer^the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  qi  1948,  as 
amended,  was  announced'  as  next  in 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  This  bill 
is  the  unfinished  business,  and  it  goes 
■0Vef'&Ut6fflAll(i4iy.  '  - - 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  ask  that  the  bill 
go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  being  heard,  the  bill  will  be  passed 
over. 

The  hill  (K  R  77971  tn  nrnvidp.  fnrpign 

e^nomic  assistance  was  annoimced  as 
ext  in  order. 


P/r.  HENDRICKSON.  Let  the  bill  go 
over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

LAWRENCE  B.  WILLIAMS  AND  VIVA  CRAIG 
WILLIAMS 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6696)  for  the  relief  of 
Lawrence  B.  Williams  and  his  wife,  Viva 
Craig  Williams,  was  considered,  ordered 
to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

EDGAR  F.  RUSSELL  AND  OTHERS 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6695)  for  the  relief  of 
Edgar  F.  Russell;  Lillian  V.  Russell,  his 
wife :  and  Bessie  R.  Ward,  was  considered 
ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

HUGO  GEIGER 

The  bill  (S.  355)  for  the  relief  of  Hugo 
Geiger  was  considered,  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  In  the  administra- 
(aon  of  the  immigration  lav/s,  relating  to  they 
flteuance  of  immigration  visas  for  admission 
to'toe  United  States  for  permanent  resident 
and\elating  to  admissions  at  port  of  ejftry 
of  ali^s  as  immigrants  for  permanen^esi- 
dence  i\  the  United  States,  that  proT^on  of 
section  3>cf  the  Immigration  Act  of/l917,  as 
amended  ^  S.  C.,  title  8,  sec.  136  ) ,  which 

excludes  from  admission  into ^he  United 
States  person^roho  have  been  orovicted  of  or 
admit  having  ^nmitted  a  ^lony  or  other 
crime  or  misdem^ior  invo^ng  moral  turpi¬ 
tude,  shall  not  hertofter  y/e  held  to  apply  to 
Hugo  Geiger,  the  s^  oJ^Otto  and  Karollne 
Geiger,  who  are  Amejfcan  citizens,  on  ac¬ 
count  of  the  offensj^QUeged  to  have  been 
committed  by  him  connection  with  a  theft 
of  food  in  German^  If  he  ik  found  otherwise 
admissible  under  the  immigi^ation  laws,  an 
immigration  \xa.  may  be  issu^id  and  admis¬ 
sion  grantei^o  the  said  Hugo  (Steiger  under 
this  act  un^r  application  hereafW  filed. 

Sec.  2.  J^on  the  enactment  of  thSiact,  the 
Secretajf  of  State  shall  instruct  thff^Broper 
quota^ontrol  officer  to  deduct  one  nomber 
from^he  nonpreference  category  of  the  (j^ta 
fo^nationals  of  Germany  during  the  curr^t 
ar. 

CLilMENTE  SABIN  DOPICO 

The  bill  (S.  118)  for  the  relief  of 
Clemente  Sabin  Dopico  was  considered, 
ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed,  as 
follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  immigration  and  naturaliza¬ 
tion  laws  Clemente  Sabin  Dopico,  also  known 
as  Clement!  Sabin  Dopico,  of  Tampa,  Fla. 
(file  No.  A-6279638),  shall  be  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  into 
the  United  States  for  permanent  residence 
:  '  of  the  date  of  his  last  entry  into  the 

I  United  States,  upon  payment  by  him  of  the 
required  head  tax  and  visa  fee. 

Sec.  2.  The  Attorney  General  is  authorized 
I  and  directed  to  cancel  any  warrants  of  arrest 
t  or  orders  of  deportation  which  may  have 
!  been  issued  with  respect  to  the  said  Clemente 
’  Sabin  Dopico. 

Sec.  3.  Upon  enactment  of  this  act,  the 
Secretary  of  State  Is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  Instruct  the  proper  quota-control 
.  officer  to  deduct  one  number  from  the  non¬ 
preference  category  of  the  first  available 
immigration  quota  for  nationals  of  Spain. 


MARIA  PRANZIA 


The  bill  (S.  290)  for  the  relief  of  Maria 
Franzia  was  considered,  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  re^  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follov,;^: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  pro<-isions  of 
section  401  (e)  of  the  Nationality  Act  of 
1940,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  8,  sec.  801 
(e) )  (relating  to  loss  of  nationality  through 
voting  in  a  political  election  in  a  foreign 
state),  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  the 
participation  of  Maria  Franzia,  of  the  Prov¬ 
ince  of  Ligure,  Italy,  in  the  elections  in 
Italy  in  1946. 

DOROTHEA  SINGER 

Tlie  bill  (S.  395)  for  the  relief  of 
Dorothea  Singer  was  considered,  ordered 
to  be  engro^ed  for  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  macted,  etc..  That  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  immigration  and  natu"a,'iza- 
tion  l4ws,  Dorothea  Singer  (No.  A-f 57-1463 
E  &  RAU) ,  temporarily  residing  in  Nev/  York, 
N.^Y.,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  lawfully 
admitted  into  the  United  States  for  perma- 
/'nent  residence,  as  of  the  date  of  her  last 
actual  entry  into  the  United  States,  upon 
payment  by  her  of  the  required  visa  fee  and 
head  tax. 

Sec.  2.  The  Attorney  General  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  discontinue  any  deportation 
proceedings  and  to  cancel  any  outstanding 
order  and  warrant  of  deportation,  warrant 
of  arrest,  and  bond  issue  in  the  case  of 
Dorothea  Singer.  From  and  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  act  the  said  Dorothea 
Singer  shall  not  again  be  subject  to  deporta¬ 
tion  by  reason  of  the  same  facts  upon  which 
such  deportation  proceedings  were  com¬ 
menced  or  such  warrants  and  order  have 
issued. 

Sec.  3.  Upon  enactment  of  this  act,  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  instruct  the  proper  quota-control  officer 
to  deduct  one  number  from  the  nonprefer¬ 
ence  category  of  the  first  available  quota 
for  nationals  of  Hungary. 

EMMA  L.  JACKSON 

The  bill  (S.  404)  for  the  relief  of  Emma 
L.  Jackson  was  considered,  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
^the  Treasury  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized 
id  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any  money  in 
the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 
sun»  of  $5,000,  to  Emma  L.  Jackson,  of  In¬ 
dianapolis,  Ind.,  in  full  settlement  of  all 
claim^galnst  the  United  States  on  account 
of  the  '^ath  of  her  husband,  Everett  L. 
Jackson,  h^ho  died  as  a  result  of  injuries 
sustained  while  fighting  a  fire  at  Fort  Ben¬ 
jamin  Harrison,  Ind.,  May  31,  1945:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  nh  part  of  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  in  this  ajCt  in  excess  of  10  percent 
thereof  shall  be  p^ld  or  delivered  to  or  re¬ 
ceived  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  account 
of  services  rendered  ^i  connection  with  his 
claim,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any 
contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  be  deemed  qullty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  .ghall  be  fined 
in  any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000. 

VIT  KOMAREK 

The  bill  (S.  1143)  for  the  relief  of  Vit 
Komarek  was  considered,  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  for  the  purposes 
of  the  immigration  and  naturalization  laws. 
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the  alien,  Vlt  Komarek.  shall  he  held  and 
considered  to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to 
thMJnlted  States  for  permanent  residence  as 
of  the  date  of  his  last  entry  Into  the  United 
Stateff^upon  payment  of  head  tax  and  visa 
fee.  Upon  the  enactment  of  this  act  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  Instruct  the  proper 
quota-control  officer  to  deduct  one  number 
from  the  appropriate  quota  for  the  first  year 
that  such  quota  is  available. 

MRS.  IVlARIE  GULBENKIAN 

The  bill  (S.  1214)  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Marie  Gulbenkian  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  House 
bill  3771,  Calendar  1442,  is  an  identical 
House  bill.  Is  there  objection  to  the 
consideration  of  the  House  bill,  instead 
of  the  Senate  biU? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3771)  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Marie 
Gulbenkian  was  considered,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.  Senate  bill  1214  will  be  indefi¬ 
nitely  postponed. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
that  connection  let  me  say  that  I  under¬ 
stood  that  the  Senate  bill  was  reported 
with  an  amendment.  Does  the  Senate 
bill  with  the  amendment  correspond  to 
the  House  bill? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  That  matter  is 
taken  care  of  in  the  House  bill. 

WIUHEMUS  JOHANNES  MARIE  VAN  DER 
KOOY 

The  bill  (S.  1419)  for  the  relief  of 
Wilhemus  Johannes  Marie  Van  Der  Kooy 
was  considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows; 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Immigration  and  naturalization  laws,  the 
alien,  Wilhemus  Johannes  Marie  Van  Der 
Kooy.  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  have 
been  lawfully  admitted  to  the  United  States 
for  permanent  residence  as  of  July  6,  1948,  the 
date  on  which  he  was  admitted  as  a  visitor, 
upon  payment  of  head  tax  and  visa  fee. 
Upon  the  enactment  of  this  act  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  shall  Instruct  the  proper  quota- 
control  officer  to  deduct  one  number  from 
the  appropriate  quota  for  the  first  year  that 
such  quota  is  available. 

ANTON  BOS 

The  bill  (S.  1561)  for  the  relief  of 
Anton  Bos  was  considered,  ordered^  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  r^d  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  in  tfe  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  immigration  lawfC  Anton  Bos, 
of  Oakland,  Calif.,  who  jwas  admitted 
into  the  United  States  on  af  temporary  visa, 
shall  be  held  and  consid^ed  to  have  been 
lawfully  admitted  to  tluf  United  States  for 
permanent  residence  a^f  the  date  of  his  last 
entry  into  the  Unitey  States,  upon  payment 
of  the  required  he^  tax  and  visa  fee. 

Sec.  2.  The  Segj^ary  of  State  is  author¬ 
ized  and  direct^  to  instruct  the  proper 
quota-control  yftlcer  to  deduct  one  number 
from  the  no^reference  category  of  the  first 
available  in^igration  quota  for  nationals  of 
the  Nethej^nds. 

KARIN  yMARGARETA  HELLEN  AND  GLOP 
CHRISTER  HELLEN 

bill  (S.  1693)  for  the  relief  of  Karin 
Irgareta  Hellen  and  Olof  Christer 
lellen  was  considered,  ordered  to  be  en¬ 


grossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  In  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  immigration  and  naturalization 
laws,  Karin  Margareta  Hellen  and  her  minor 
son,  Olof  Christer  Hellen,  of  Portland,  Oreg., 
who  were  admitted  into  the  United  States 
on  temporary  visas,  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  lawfully  admitted  into  the  United 
States  for  permanent  residence  as  of  Octo. 
ber  24,  1948,  upon  the  payment  of  the  re¬ 
quired  visa  fees  and  head  taxes. 

Sec.  2.  Upon  the  enactment  of  this  act,  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  Instruct  the  proper  quota-control  officer  to 
deduct  two  numbers  from  the  nonpreference 
category  of  the  first  available  immigration 
quota  for  nationals  of  Finland. 

ZORA  KRIZAN 

The  bill  (S.  1753)  for  the  relief  of  Zora 
Krizan,  also  known  as  Zorardo  Kriza- 
nova,  was  considered,  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  immigration  laws,  Zora  Krizan, 
also  known  as  Zorardo  Krizanova,  of  Perrys- 
vllle.  Pa.,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to . 
have  been  lawfully  admitted  to  the  Unite 
States  for  permanent  residence  as  of 
cember  16,  1948,  the  date  on  which 
entered  the  United  States  on  a  tem^rary 
visa,  upon  payment  of  the  required  head 
tax  and  visa  fee.  / 

Sec.  2.  iKbe  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized 
and  directed,  to  Instruct  the  pr^er  quota- 
control  officer,  to  deduct  one  jimmber  from 
the  nonpreference  category  oL^he  first  avail¬ 
able  immigration  quota  nationals  of 
Czechoslovakia. 

MARINA  GEORGE  ^APADOPOULOS 

The  bill  (S.  226^  for  the  relief  of 
Marina  George  IJtipadopoulos  was  con¬ 
sidered,  ordere^to  be  engrossed  for  a 
third  reading^ead  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacp^d,  etc..  That  for  the  purposes  of 
the  immlgsAtion  and  naturalization  laws,  the 
alien,  MeS-ina  George  PapadopoUlos,  Las 
Vegas,  yWev.,  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to  the  United 
Sta^  for  permanent  residence  as  of'^the 
dape  she  last  entered  the  United.States,  upon 
^yment  of  the  head  tax  and  visa  fee.  Upofl 
/the  enactment  of  this  act  the  Secretary  of 
State  shall  instruct  the  proper  quota-control 
officer  to  deduct  one  number  from  the  ap¬ 
propriate  quota  for  the  first  year  that  such 
quota  is  available. 

MRS.  OSA  J.  PETTY 

The  bill  (S.  3012)  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Osa  J.  Petty  was  considered,  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  to  Mrs.  Osa  J.  Petty, 
of  New  Matamoras,  Ohio,  the  sum  of  $78.37,  in 
full  satisfaction  of  her  claim  against  the 
United  States  for  compensation  for  perform¬ 
ing  the  duties  of  lamplighter  for  the  Wells 
Island  Light  in  the  Ohio  River  during  the 
period  from  January  18,  1949,  to  May  28,  1949: 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent 
thereof  shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  re¬ 
ceived  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  account 
of  services  rendered  in  connection  with  this 
claim,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any 
contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 


and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  In  / 
any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000. 

LT.  (JG)  CHARLES  W.  IRELAND,  ETC. 

The  bill  (S.  3090)  for  the  relief /h  Lt. 
(jg)  Charles  W.  Ireland,  Supplw^orps, 
United  States  Navy,  and  for  o^er  pur¬ 
poses,  was  considered,  orderejjr  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  for  a  third  readij^,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  asiullows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  Th|ft  the  payments 
made  by  Lt.  (jg)  Charle^w.  Ireland,  Supply 
Corps,  United  States  N^^,  symbol  No.  573180, 
to  certain  civilians  Mnployed  by  the  Navy 
Department  in  the j/alntenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Aiken ^elay  Calculator,  for  the 
cost  of  their  travaf  and  that  of  their  depend¬ 
ents  and  for  tj^  cost  of  transportation  of 
their  househo^  effects  Incident  to  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  such  QKsonnel  from  Cambridge,  Mass., 
to  Dahlgre^  Va.,  are  hereby  ratified  and  the 
ComptroUfer  General  of  the  United  States  Is 
hereby  Authorized  and  directed  to  credit  the 
accoujjrts  of  the  said  Lt.  (jg)  Charles  W. 
IrelAui  in  the  amounts  of  such  payments, 
fee.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
?reby  authorized  and  directed  to  pay,  out 
/bi  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
'  appropriated,  to  Robert  W.  Rose  the  sum  of 
$143.66,  which  sum  represents  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  expenses  Incurred  by  him  in  the 
transportation  of  his  household  effects  to 
Dahlgren,  Va. 

SALOMON  HENRI  LAIPER 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  304)  for  the  relief  of  Salomon 
Henri  Laifer,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
with  an  amendment  on  page  2,  line  1, 
after  the  word  “the”,  to  strike  out  “non¬ 
preference  category  of  the  first  available 
immigration  quota  for  nationals  of 
France”  and  insert  “appropriate  quota 
for  the  first  year  that  such  quota  is  avail¬ 
able”,  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  immigration  and  naturaliza¬ 
tion  laws  Salomon  Henri  Laifer,  of  Bridge¬ 
port,  Conn,  (fite  No.  A-6965201) ,  who  entered 
the  United  States  as  a  visitor  on  July  19, 
1948,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  have 
been  lawfully  admitted  into  the  United  States 
for  permanent  residence  as  of  July  19,  1948. 
upon  payment  by  him  of  the  required  head 
tax  and  visa  fee. 

Sec.  2.  Upon  enactment  of  this  act,  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  and  directed 
to'.jinstruct  the  proper  quota-control  officer 
to  deduct  one  number  from  the  appropriate 
quota  Jor  the  first  year  that  such  quota  is 
available. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  billSwas  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

LOWvWAY  HONG 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  381)  for  the. relief  of  Low  Way 
Hong,  which  had  beeh^yeported  from  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  with  an 
amendment  to  strike  oUt  all  after  the 
enacting  clause,  and  insert  tl;ie  following : 

That,  for  the  purposes  of  immigration  and 
naturalizatton  laws.  Low  Way  Hong,  the 
minor  child  of  Low  Wen  Been,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  shall  be  considered  as 
eligible  for  admission  to  the  United  States 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  4  (a)  and  9 
of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1924,  if  otherwise 
admissible  under  the  immigration  laws. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
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AMENDMENT 

(IN  THE  NATURE  OF  A  SUBSTITUTE) 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Williams  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Ives,  Mr.  Saltonstall,  Mr.  Hendrickson,  Mr.  Bridges, 
Mr.  Flanders,  Mr.  Tobey,  and  Mr.  Cain)  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  viz:  Strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  danse  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

1  That  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (d)  of 

2  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law 

3  ]Sruml)ered  439,  Eighty-first  Congress)  are  hereby  repealed. 
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’Syrance  that  he  will  again  call  up  the 
bfti,  at  a  time  at  which  we  can  marshal 
our’tull  strength  and  give  the  Members 
of  th'&,Senate  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
cloture"  at  least  once,  probably  twice.  It 
seems  to'me,  that,  with  this  understand¬ 
ing,  the  situation  is  entirely  clear,  and 
I  think  it  i^  wise  to  await  a  time  when 
we  can  marshal  our  complete  and  full 
strength. 

Mr.  LUCAS,  i  am  grateful  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  New  York  for  the  ■ 
contribution  he  has  made. 

If  there  is  no  furffcer  question  with  ; 

respect  to  PEPC -  % 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  ’President,  will  i 
the  Senator  yield?  | 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  happ^  to  yield  to  f 
the  Senator  from  Georgia.  '  f 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Some  of  us'-who  are  | 
interested  in  the  other  side  of  this  ques-  f 
tion  would  like  to  be  assured  that  we  | 
shall  likewise  be  given  notice  of  the  time  | 
when  the  Senator  will  execute  this  great  f 
coup  and  ,give  all  the  devotees  of  FEPC  i 
an  opportunity  to  get  their  expressions  f 
of  loyalty  and  fealty  to  the  FEPC  in  | 
the  Congressional  Record  and  .bring  it  | 
to  a  vote.  I 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  can  assure  my  friend  | 
from  Georgia  that  he  will  be  duly  noti-  f 
fled.  In  fact,  I  propose  to  talk  to  him  s 
first  about  it,  because  I  have  a  feeling  ^ 
that  perhaps  the  Senator  from  Georgia,  p 
who  is  a  great  leader  in  the  Senate  and  I 
one  of  the  very  strong  opponents  of  FEPC  ? 
legislation,  might  change  his  mind  a  lit-  ) 
tie  and  become  a  somewhat  more  chari-  ? 
table,  a  little  more  tolerant,  give  us  an  | 
opportunity  to  take  up  the  bill,  and  then  * 
let  the  Senator  fight  it  with  all  his  might  | 
and  main.  It  is  merely  a  motion,  as  my  i; 
able  friend  knows,  and  I  feel  that  he 
might  relax  just  a  bit.  * 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  appreciate  the  kind  \ 
language  of  the  distinguished  Senator  j 
from 'Illinois.  I  hope  I  am  not  lacking  in  j 
either  charity  or  tolerance,  but  if  the  ? 
Senator  entertains  any  hopes  that  I  shall  j 
agree  to  any  legislative  process  with  ref-  | 
erence  to  this  half-baked  measure,  I  re-  : 
gret  to  advise  him  that  I  very  much  fear  ; 
they  will  be  blasted. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  was  afraid  I  would  re-  ' 
ceive  that  answer,  but  I  think  we  can  ‘ 
make  the  try,  anyway. 

lUr  mT.C!.qir.T..T.._„y^rx:Mz^IL . . 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  PO'WER  OF 
COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  House  bill  6567  to  in¬ 
crease  the  borrowing  power  of  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
6567)  to  Increase  the  borrowing  power 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  "VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Is  the  motion  debatable? 
The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  motion 
is  debatable,  and  so  is  the  bill. 


Mr.  LUCAS.  If  we  are  going  to  get  in¬ 
to  a  debate  on  the  motion,  I  should  like 
to-say  a  word  or  two. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  do  not  want  to  debate 
it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  was  hoping  to  get  the 
bill  up  before  debate  started. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  I  shall  not  take  more 
than  a  couple  of  minutes.  Following 
that.  I  understand  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  wishes  to  address  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Cannot  the  Senator - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  shall  be  through  in 
about  2  minutes,  if  the  Senator  will  wait. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  will  wait  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wanted  to  point  out  that  there  is 
no  emergency  with  regard  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  proposed  legislation.  The  report 
coming  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  within  the  past  few  days  shows 
that  its  fiscal  condition  as  of  April  30  is 
greatly  improved.  Since  last  January, 
when  the  Corporation  made  a  request  for 
these  additional  funds,  there  has  been  a. 
near  failure  in  the  winter-wheat  crop. 
This  elminates  the  necessity  for  a  great 
deal  of  the  money.  The  last,  but  not  the 
least,  argument  against  taking  the  bill 
up  at  this  time  is  that  the  audited  re¬ 
ports  of  the  Corporation  have  not  been 
submitted  to  Congress,  as  required  by 
law.  At  the  time  when  hearings  were 
had  on  the  bill,  I  appeared  before  the 
subcommittee,  of  which  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  EllenderI  was  chair¬ 
man,  and  made  the  request  that  the 
books  of  the  Corporation  be  submitted 
to  the  Senate  for  our  inspection.  This 
the  committee  promised  would  be  done. 
But  that  request  has  not  been  complied 
with.  So  far,  those  books  have  not  been 
submitted  to  the  Senate.  There  is  still 
a  sum  of  $366,000,000  which  is  not  ac¬ 
counted  for.  I  do  understand  that  an 
intermediate  report  is  being  presented 
to  the  Senate  today  which  will  show 
that  they  have  now  found  all  but  about 
$96,000,00Q.  That  is  still  a  great  deal 
of  money.  Until  the  books  have  been 
submitted  to  the  Senate,  I  think  we 
have  no  right  to  ask  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  vote  on  this  proposed  legis- 
,,lation.  The  books  for  the  years  1948 
and  1949  have  not  been  produced. 
In  1945,  Congress  passed  a  law  which 
specifically  stated  that  the  audited  re¬ 
ports  of  every  Government  corporation 
must  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  not 
later  than  January  15,  following  the  end 
of  each  fiscal  year.  For  the  past  5  years, 
this  Corporation  has  ignored  and  vio¬ 
lated  this  requirement  of  the  law.  If  we 
are  not  going  to  demand  that  these  cor¬ 
porations  comply  with  the  law,  then  let 
us  repeal  the  law  and  thereby  serve 
notice  on  the  American  taxpayers  that 
they  need  not  expect  any  accounting  for 
the  spending  of  their  money.  I  shall  op¬ 
pose  extending  any  additional  authority 
upon  this  Corporation  until  they  account 
for  the  money  they  have  already  spent. 

The  "VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing 
power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with 
an  amendment. 


j  Mr.  L'UCAS.  Before  debate  begins  on 
I  the  pending  measure,  I  should  like  to 
fmake  a  statement  with  respect  to  the 


I  program  following  the  disposition  of  the 
I  measure.  I  sincerely  hope  that  we  may 
I  conclude  debate  on  the  Commodity 
I  Credit  Corporation  bill  and  get  a  vote  on 
jit  this  afternoon.  Following  action 
iupon  it  we  shall  take  up  H.  R.  6000, 
fwhich  is  the  social -security  bill.  How 
long  it  will  take  to  consider  that  meas¬ 
ure  I  am  not  certain.  In  the  meantime 
we  may  be  compelled  to  lay  aside  tempo¬ 
rarily  the  social-security  bill  in  order 
to  give  consideration  to  the  rent  con¬ 
trol  bill.  As  Senators  know,  rent  con¬ 
trol  expires  on  June  30.  Both  of  the 
measures  to  which  I  have  alluded  are 
Snow  pending  on  the  Senate  Calendar. 
I  merely  wish  to  make  that  statement  so 
that  Senators  can  govern  themselves 
accordingly. 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  like  to 
Inquire  of  the  majority  leader  what  his 
plans  are  with  respect  to  the  conference 
report  on  the  displaced-persons  bill,  and 
when  he  intends  to  have  it  considered. 


i 


Mr.  LUCAS.  In  reply  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Massachusetts,  I 
should  like  to  state  that  the  conference 
report  will  first  be  submitted  to  the 
House  of  Representatives.  After  the 
House  has  acted  on  it,  the  report  will 
come  to  the  Senate.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  [Mr.  McCarran]  told  me  last  week 
that  he  thought  the  House  of  Repre- 
ji  sentatives  would  act  on  the  report  not 
t  later  than  "Wednesday  of  this  week. 
When  it  comes  to  the  Senate,  it  will  come 
as  a  privileged  matter,  and  may  be  taken 
up  at  almost  any  time. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Will  it  probably 
;ome  before  the  Senate  this  week? 

r.  LUCAS.  It  is  possible  that  it  may 
come  before  the  Senate  this  week. 

TRANSACTION  OF  ROUTINE  BUSINESS 

Mr.  iHjoWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  SenaW  yield? 

Mr.  LUcXs.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  able  imyority  leader  whether  it 
is  his  intention^  allow  sufficient  time 
for  the  transaction  of  routine  business 
without  debate  and^thout  speeches  be¬ 
fore  we  begin  deba^  on  the  pending 
measure? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  Pr^ident,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that>Senators  be 
permitted  to  present  petitiolHs  and  me¬ 
morials,  introduce  bills  and  Mnt  reso¬ 
lutions,  and  submit  routine  motors  for 
the  Record,  without  debate  and  without 
speeches. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there^ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and' 
is  so  ordered.  \ 


8122 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  5 


REPORT  OF  CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION— 
^  MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

Th^  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  following  message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  which 
was  read,,  and,  with  the  accompanying 
report,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Post  OflSce  at)d  Civil  Service: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  transmitting  herewith  the  Sixty- 
sixth  Annual  Report  of  the  United  States 
Civil  Service  Comii^ssion.  This  report 
covers  the  fiscal  ye^r  ended  June  30, 

1949. 

HarHy  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  JunKS,  1950. 

y 

[Note. — ^The  report  accft^panied  a 
similar  message  to  the  House'^pf  Repre¬ 
sentatives.]  \ 

EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  'ETC. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  befor^the 
Senate  the  following  communication  dSnd 
letter,  which  were  referred,  as  indicated^. 
Supplemental  Estimates,  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  (S.  Doc.  No.  178) 

A  communication  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  transmitting  supplemental 
estimates  of  appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year 

1950,  in  the  amount  of  $626,200,  and  a  re¬ 
vised  supplemental  estimate,  involving  an 
Increase  of  $4,000,000  for  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  (with  an  accompanying  paper) ;  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed. 

DISPOSITION  OP  EXECUTIVE  PAPERS 

A  letter  from  the  Archivist  of  the  United 
States,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  list 
Of  papers  and  documents  on  the  files  of  sev¬ 
eral  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  are  not  needed  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  business  and  have  no  permanent 
value  or  historical  interest,  and  requesting 
action  looking  to  their  disposition  (with  ac¬ 
companying  papers):  to  a  Joint  Select  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Disposition  of  Papers  in  the 
Executive  Departments. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  appointed  Mr. 
Johnston  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr. 
Danger  members  of  the  committee  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

COMPULSORY  HEALTH  INSURANCE- 

STATEMENT  OP  POSITION  OF  BALTI¬ 
MORE  ASSOCIATION  OF  COMMERCE 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  I  wi^ 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Sen^e 
a  formal  statement  adopted  by  the  B^ti- 
more  Association  of  Commerce,  wife  re¬ 
gard  to  its  opposition  to  the  pri^iciple  of 
compulsory  health  insurance.  /This  is  a 
matter  about  which  the  pe^le  of  my 
State  are  particularly  conceded  and  the 
position  taken  by  this  o^^tanding  or¬ 
ganization  of  business  lepsQers,  is  in  thor¬ 
ough  accord  with  the/great  number  of 
expressions  on  this  j*iatter  which  have 
come  to  me.  I  present  the  statement  for 
appropriate  refer.^nce,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  and  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows; 

Statement  of  Position  op  the  Baltimore 

Association  of  Commerce  With  Respect  to 

Compulsory  Health  Insurance 

The  Baltlmdre  Association  of  Commerce, 
by  action  of  its  Board  of  Directors,  is  opposed 


to  the  principle  of  compulsory  health  in¬ 
surance,  and  particularly  the  so-called  so¬ 
cialized  medicine  aspect  of  the  President’s 
health  program  as  Included  in  pending  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  No.  1679. 

The  association  believes  that  Federal  con¬ 
trol  would  be  detrimental  to  the  further 
advancement  of  the  medical  profession  which 
has,  through  private  practice,  established  the 
world’s  highest  medical  standards  and  pro¬ 
vided  the  largest  number  of  doctors  per  capita 
of  any  nation;  that  it  would  destroy  the 
present  relationship  between  doctor  and  pa¬ 
tient;  would  require  a  major  increase  in  the 
Federal  budget;  and  would  create  the  need 
for  another  Government  organization  for  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  program. 

Furthermore,  it  is  believed  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  system  of  medical  care  and  the  rapid  in¬ 
crease  in  voluntary  health  and  hospitaliza¬ 
tion  plans  will  provide,  in  a  democratic  way, 
better  medical  service  to  the  people  of  this 
country. 

To  assure  continued  advancement  in  the 
field  of  medicine  and  medical  care,  and  to 
avoid  further  increases  in  Government  ex¬ 
penditures,  the  association  is  strongly  op¬ 
posed  to  pending  legislation  for  compulsory 
health  insurance. 

April  27,  1950. 

'constitutional  GOVERNMENT  FOR-' 
■’'PUERTO  RICO— RESOLUTION  OF  PUE^jf- 
'I'O  RICAN  STATEHOOD  PARTY  / 

Ml*.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  b<^  re¬ 
quest,  I  present  for  appropriaty'refer- 
ence,  ami  ask  unanimous  conse^to  have 
printed  the  Record,  a  /resolution 
adopted  by  fee  Territorial  Cmnmittee  of 
the  Puerto  I^can  Stateh^d  Party,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  l^lding  of  parings  by  the 
Committee  on  \Interto  and  Insular 
Affairs  on  Senate \ill^36,  to  provide  for 
the  organization  of  "i^onstitutional  gov¬ 
ernment  by  the  peppl«  of  Puerto  Rico. 

There  being  ncf  objdqtion,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  referp^d  to  ths.  Committee  on 
Interior  and  fesular  Affairs,  and  ordered 
to  be  print^ in  the  RecorK  as  follows : 

I,  Eduarcjo  Ortez  Reyes,  exe^tlve  secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Puerto  Rican  Statehood  Party, 
do  hereby  certify  that  the  following^  resolu¬ 
tion  unanimously  adopted  by  thW  Terri- 
torial^ommlttee  of  the  Puerto  Rican  State - 
hoqa  Party  at  its  meeting  held  on  the  SOth 
d^  of  May  1950,  at  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rl&o; 

//“Whereas  t  r  fact  that  the  Committee  ou 
interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  Unites'. 
States  Senate  has  terminated  hearings  on 
Senate  bill  3336  without  affording  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  be  heard  to  all  persons  Interested  in 
said  bill,  which  purports  to  authorized  Puerto 
Rico  to  adopt  its  own  constitution,  has 
caused  surprise  and  dissatisfaction  in  Puerto 
Rico,  and,  very  particularly,  in  the  statehood 
party  of  Puerto  Rico,  composed  of  American 
citizens  who  have  consistently  defended  the 
democratic  principles  of  government  pro¬ 
claimed  by  the  United  States  and  the  imple¬ 
mentation  in  Puerto  Rico  of  the  American 
institutions;  and 

“Whereas  the  action  of  said  Committee 
of  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  in  recommend¬ 
ing  approval  of  the  bill  without  hearing  this 
section  of  public  opinion,  which  had  ex¬ 
pressed  officially  its  desire  to  appear  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  such  measure,  is  contrary  to  Amer¬ 
ican  democratic  tradition;  and 
“Whereas  the  Statehood  Party  of  Puerto 
Rico  would  like  to  express  its  pKiints  of  view 
with  reference  to  said  bill  which  affects  the 
future  of  Puerto  Rico,  in  order  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  should  have  be¬ 
fore  it,  should  know,  and  should  fully  com¬ 
prehend  the  real  scope  of  such  legislation; 
and 

“Whereas  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
has  at  all  times  shown  its  concern  about 


hearing  all  persons  affected  by  any  proposed 
legislation  before  approval  thereof,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  the  people  of  Puerto  Rico  when  stlch 
pending  legislation  may  affect  them  collec¬ 
tively;  and 

“Whereas  the  Importance  and  the  e^itent  of 
Senate  bill  3336,  from  the  point  of  view  of 
constitutional  and  InternatlonaLTaw,  and  its 
economic  implications,  requir^,Hhat  a  most 
careful  study  thereof  should^.-tr'e  made  by  all 
citizens  capable  of  grasping,  without  prej¬ 
udice  or  emotional  bias,,- its  real  meaning 
before  the  bill  is  submitted  to  a  public  ref¬ 
erendum: 

“Now,  therefore,  t)»e  Statehood  Party  of 
Puerto  Rico  genuinely  expressing  the  feeling 
and  desires  of  Puerto  Rican  public  opinion, 
as  manifested  by  Jffie  local  press,  emphatically 
and  with  all  due  respect  requests,  upon  the 
basis  of  its  cofistltutional  right  of  petition, 
that  the  co/respondlng  committees  of  the 
congress  c^rged  with  the  study  and  recom¬ 
mendation  of  Senate  bill  3336,  give  this  party 
the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  such 
cominjrtees  and  expressing  its  points  of  view 
witly' respect  to  the  above-mentioned  bill. 
Thie  party  hopes  and  expects  that  the  hear- 
Ipgs  here  requested  shall  preferably  be  held 
^  Puerto  Rico,  but,  if  not  possible,  then  in 
•''the  United  States,  inasmuch  as  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  proposed  legislation  requires 
a  most  careful  study  of  its  various  political, 
economical,  and  social  aspects.’’ 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set 
my  hand  and  caused  to  be  affixed  the  seal  of 
the  Statehood  Party  of  Puerto  Rico,  at  my 
office  in  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico,  on  this  the 
thirty-first  day  of  May  A.  D.  1950. 

Eduardo  Ortiz  Reyes, 
Executive  Secretary,  Statehood  Party 
of  Puerto  Rico. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE- 
OP  RA’VENNA  (NEBR.) 


COMPULSORY 

RESOLUTION 

LIONS  CLUB 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  pre¬ 
sent  for  appropriate  reference,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record,  a  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Ravenna  (Nebr.)  Lions  Club,  protesting 
against  the  enactment  of  legislation 
providing  compulsory  health  insurance. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  and  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Under  our  present  system  of  free  enterprise 
our  American  families  are  now  receiving  the 
\  finest  quality  of  medical  care  available  in 
'\any  country  in  the  world;  and 
\  Whereas  in  other  countries  where  compul¬ 
sory  health  insurance  has  been  put  into 
effebt  it  has  caused  a  decline  in  the  national 
healt’K  and  deterioration  of  the  medical 
standaV^s  and  facilities  to  the  sad  detriment 
of  that  #^^,tion’s  family  welfare;  and 

WhereaK  wherever  tried,  compulsory 
health  insutence  has  taken  away  the  fam¬ 
ily’s  right  tU\choose  its  own  family  physi¬ 
cians;  and  N. 

Whereas  one  oSUhe  most  objectionable  fea¬ 
tures  of  compulsoliy  health  insurance,  wher¬ 
ever  tried  by  other ‘cations,  is  the  fact  that 
the  family  privacy  Ijas  been  invaded,  and 
violation  of  the  sanctiiw  of  the  patient-phy¬ 
sician  relationship  has\fen  brought  about; 
and 

Whereas  compulsory  fiealth  Insurance 
would  immediately  result  irn.p  tax  of  3  per¬ 
cent  on  the  income  of  the  Afiaerican  work¬ 
ingman,  and  this  tax  would  ris^o  6  percent 
and  possibly  even  higher  within  ^  few  years, 
which  would  create  a  new  tax  buro^p,  which 
would  naturally  reduce  the  househoP^  budg¬ 
ets  and  bring  down  the  family  standards  of 
living:  and  \ 

Whereas  Government  control  of  me^al 
services  v/ould  threaten  national  bankruprliy 
and  would  encourage  the  spread  of  socialisnr, 
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trengthen  our  regions  of  the  world  with- 
oV  v/eakening  the  forces  of  freedom  here 
pme. 

MrVPresident,  out  in  South  Dakota,  a 
great  ^ucator  by  the  name  of  James 
Ghristi^Lindberg,  teaching  at  a  teach¬ 
ers’  college  in  Aberdeen,  S.  Dak.,  formed 
a  South  D^ota  State  poetry  society  of 
which  he  be^me  the  president  and  the 
directing  genifie  and  of  which  I  was  for 
a  time  the  vic^^re'sident.  During  his 
lifetime  Dr.  Linaljjerg  wrote  many  im¬ 
portant  poems  and\hd  much  to  raise  the 
cultural  levels  of  th^Middle  West  which 
he  served  so  well  fo^o  long.  There 
comes  to  mind  today  a\|our-line  poem, 
written  by  James  Chri^an  Lindberg, 
which  it  seems  to  me  hol^promise  for 
the  side  of  freedom  in  this  Bpntest  and 
gives  credence  to  the  thought N^at  if  we 
on  our  side  of  the  ideologicaK.,conflict 
utilize  resources  and  techniquesNwhich 
we  have  available  and  do  not  permHthis 
cold  war  to  degenerate  into  a  shooting 
one,  we  shall  be  able  to  conclude  it  vm|i 
victory  and  be  sure  that  communism  if^^ 


can  see  and  so  that  many  can  believe. 
In  my  mind,  this  opportunity  presents 
the  gi’eatest  challenge  of  the  hour. 

To  the  Voice  of  America,  I  suggest  that 
we  now  add  the  “Vision  of  America.”  I 
predict  that  this  “see  bomb”  can  put  in 
motion  chain  reactions  for  constructive 
good  which  will  rival  in  their  magnitude 
the  destructive  consequences  of  the  chain 
reactions  of  the  A-bomb. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  before  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  takes  his  seat  I 
should  like  to  add  a  word,  if  I  may.  I 
wish  to  express  my  regret  that  because 
of  another  engagement  I  was  not  pres¬ 
ent  in  the  Senate  Chamber  when  the 
Senator  began  his  splendid  and  spirited 
address.  I  wish  to  commend  him  for 
this  additional  evidence  of  the  study 
made  by  him  of  the  important  question 
of  the  Voice  of  America  and,  now  the 
Vision  of  America.  I  had  the  honor  and 
privilege  of  collaborating  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  and  in  the  work  which  is  now  being 


the  end  will  deteriorate  because  of  its  \  carried  out.  We  traveled  together  in  /  very  much. 

nvHM  cinH  pnpmiPQ  TTpvp  ic  _ _ -.x  t  « >t »  x_  i  *  ii _ ,  / 


every  possible  technical  device  to  over- 
come  this  jamming,  this  interference, 
this  obliteration  of  the  reception  of  our 
broadcasts.  * 

Relating  that  to  the  television  pro¬ 
gram  which  I  have  recommendqio  for  use 
in  certain  areas  of  the  world,  "Vhere  we 
are  trying  to  secure  and  hoM  the  loyal¬ 
ties  and  friendships  of  peojwe  in  foreign 
lands,  while  the  television  projection  is 
sent  out  from  only  75  narfles  to  150  miles 
by  relay  stations,  it  is  also  technically 
correct  that  the  jaijjhiing  operations  of 
the  enemy  can  als(;i  be  sent  for  only  such 
a  distance;  so  that  gives  us  an  entire 
jam-free  area -of  the  world  until  we 
get  within,  sa,y,  50  miles  of  the  Russian 
border.  Fop'The  rest  of  the  world  it  is 
impossible,  for  the  Russians  to  jam  a 
televisio^broadcast,  whereas  they  are 
able  to/jam  short  wave  broadcasts  at 
consi^rably  greater  distances.  Thus 
the  television  techniques  I  have  described 
am  able  to  overcome  the  challenge  of 
“jamming.” 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  thank  the  Senator 


own  deSciencies  and  enemies.  Here  is 
what  the  poet.  Dr.  Lindberg,  one  time 
wrote : 

A  foolish  hermit  closed  his  doors  and  said: 

“I’ll  live  a  Godly  life  untouched  by  sin.” 
Alas!  who  builds  a  wall  about  himself. 

Shuts  out  much  more  of  God  than  he  shuts 
In. 

Mr.  President,  this  being  true,  as  it  is, 
of  a  hermit  and  a  man  of  God,  how  much 
more  certain  it  is  to  be  true  of  a  dictator 
and  a  godless  creed  like  communism. 
The  iron  curtain  of  Russia  and  of  the 
Communist  countries  of  the  world  is 
certain  to  shut  out  much  more  of  free¬ 
dom,  of  hopefulness,  of  peace,  and  hap¬ 
piness  than  it  could  possibly  shut  in. 
Russia’s  iron  curtain  shuts  out  for  the 
millions  under  its  control  the  rights  of 
private  enterprise,  of  political  independ¬ 
ence,  of  free  choice  and  free  decision.  It 
shuts  out  the  good  intentions  and  the 
friendly  advances  of  unselfish  freedom- 
loving  people  like  Americans.  It  shuts 
out  the  hopes  and  prayers  and  purposes 
of  all  the  people  on  this  side  of  the  iron 
curtain  who  seek  only  to  perpetuate  the 
peace  and  to  promote  better  understanc 
ing  and  welfare  for  the  multitudes. 

Russia’s  iron  curtain  shuts  in  the  jnis- 
ery,  the  disillusionment,  and  the 
which  comes  to  those  denied  th^rights 
of  freedom-loving  men  and  w^en  and 
includes  even  those  in  comnymd  at  the 
top  who  never  can  be  sure  fBom  dawn  to 
dusk  but  that  some  despei^e  individual, 
tortured  to  recklessnesar  will  throw  a 
bomb,  or  pull  a  triggei\^  a  gun,  or  drop 
some  poison  in  the  fq^  in  order  by  such 
frantic  sacrifice  to  try  to  bring  new  op¬ 
portunities  to  tho^ who  still  survive. 

Mr.  Presidenl^ America  has  nothing 
which  it  feels  Jailed  upon  to  “shut  out” 
from  other  r^ions  of  the  world  and  it 
has  no  “ki^^-how”  that  it  feels  com¬ 
pelled  to^hut  in”  for  use  by  ourselves 
alone.  J^e  have  nothing  to  sell  but  peace 
and  pn^ress  and  prosperity  around  the 
worl^  We  have  the  techniques  and  the 
ees  and  the  resources  available  to 
dg/eat  the  menace  of  communism  and 
the  message  of  America  across  by 
■'word  and  sound  and  picture  so  that  all 


'■toe  summer  of  1947  to  look  into  the  whol^ 
(Nestion  of  how  best  we  could  sell  ^ 
idea  of  America  to  the  other  counjafies 
of  thq  world.  I  simply  wish  to  this 
word  commend  my  distinguisli^d  col¬ 
league  fipon  the  additional  co^’ibution 
he  has  Ijpw  made  to  this  Important 
matter.  / 

Mr.  MUNfeT.  I  thank  yxhe  Senator 
from  New  Jei^y  very  much. 

Mr.  MARTIl^.s.  Mr.  resident,  will  the 
Senator  yield  fors^  cniestion? 

The  PRESIDINOi^FICER  (Mr.  Hoey 
in  the  chair) .  Do&  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  yigld  t^the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  MUNI^.  I  yield 'tor  a  question, 
Mr.  MABTIN.  I  ha^^  been  very 
greatly  imilressed  by  whatNhe  Senator 
has  just^ad  to  say.  I  am  sw-ry  I  did 
not  COOK  into  the  Senate  Chamber  in 
time  hear  the  Senator’s  enfke  ad- 
but  I  shall  read  it.  I  did  noWant 
tojllisturb  the  Senator  in  the  middle  of 
address.  v 

The  Senator  made  mention  of  jam\ 
ming  by  our  enemies  of  our  Voice  of 
America  program.  I  think  it  would  be 
wise  if  the  Senator  went  a  little  more 
into  detail  by  making  an  explanation  of 
what  he  meant  by  that  expression.  I 
did  not  quite  follow  him. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  shall  be  happy  to  do 
so.  I  think  perhaps  the  word  “jam¬ 
ming”  is  a  somewhat  technical  term  used 
by  persons  who  are  technicians  in  the 
field  of  radio.  By  jamming  I  mean  that 
the  Russians  have  set  up  techniques  in 
their  country  whereby,  by  projecting 
sounds  and  noises,  they  are  able  to  ob¬ 
literate  the  reception  of  our  Voice  of 
America  program  in  many  regions  of  the 
world.  They  are  at  the  moment  using 
some  250  radio  stations  from  behind  the 
iron  curtain  trying  to  destroy  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  our  broadcasts.  That  pre¬ 
sents  a  very  serious  situation,  but  it 
shows  also  that  the  Russians  recognize 
that  when  our  Voice  of  America  broad¬ 
casts  do  get  through  they  have  a  tre¬ 
mendous  impact  upon  the  people  behind 
the  u’on  curtain  who  have  no  other  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  truth.  We  are  trying  by 


Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  for  his  inquiry. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  'of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  following  bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  1719.  An  act  to  amend  section  3  of  the 
Act  of  Congress  approved  June  28,  1906, 
relating  to  the  Osage  Indians  of  Oklahoma; 

S.  1739.  An  act  to  amend  section  4934  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  (U.  S.  C.,  title  35,  sec. 
78),  as  amended,  to  permit  public  libraries 
of  the  United  States  to  acquire  back  copies 
of  United  States  letters  patent,  and  for  other 
purposes; 

S.  1E59.  An  act  to  commemorate  Jim  White 
and  his  contribution  to  the  early  history  of 
Carlsbad  Caverns,  in  the  State  of  New 
Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  2117.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  desig¬ 
nation  of  the  reservoir  to  be  formed  by 
the  Davis  Dam  on  the  Colorado  River  as 
Lake  Mohave; 

S.  2274.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  certain  lands  to  El  Morro  National 
Monument,  in  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  and 
\ior  other  purposes; 

\  S.  2969.  An  act  to  authorize  relief  of  au- 
titorized  certifying  officers  of  terminated  war 
ag^cies  in  liquidation  by  the  Department 
of  COBimerce; 

S.  An  act  to  amend  section  82  of  the 
Hawaii^  Organic  Act  relating  to  the  Su¬ 
preme  Covt  of  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  and 
temporary 'vacancies  therein; 

S.  3118.  Aii  act  relating  to  the  forwarding 
and  return  oKsecond-,  third-,  and  fourth- 
class  mall,  the'<jollection  of  postage  due  at 
the  time  of  delivftty,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and  'v 

S.  3226.  An  act  to'  authorize  relief  of  au¬ 
thorized  certifying  officers  of  terminated  war 
agencies  in  llquldatioiK-by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  insisted  upon  its  amendment 
to  the  bill  (S.  2596)  relating'tp  education 
or  training  of  veterans  under -title  11  of 
the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act 
(Public  Law  346,  78th  Cong.,  June  22, 
1944) ,  disagreed  to  by  the  Senate;  agreed 
to  the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Rankin,  Mr.  Allen 
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'■■of  Louisiana,  Mr.  Teague,  Mr.  Kearney, 
md  Mr.  Davis  of  Wisconsin  were  ap¬ 
pointed  managers  on  the  part  of  the.^ 
Hoi^e  at  the  conference. 

CALL  OP  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quolium. 

The  PliESIDINa  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  c^l  the  roll. 

The  legismive  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  follo^ng  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Hoe^ 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Ives  \ 

Murray 

Bricker 

Johns*,  Colo. 

Neely 

Butler 

Johnson^  Tex. 

O’Conor 

Cain 

Kem 

O’Mahoney 

Capehart 

Kerr 

Pepper 

Chapman 

Kilgore 

Robertson 

Connally 

Knowland 

Russell 

Cordon 

Leahy 

Saltonstall 

Donnell 

Lehman 

•Hmlth,  N.  J. 

Douglas 

Lodge 

toarkman 

Dworshak 

Lucas 

tennis 

Ecton 

McCarran 

Taljt 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Thotnas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

McClellan 

Thye' 

Flanders 

McKellar 

Tydin^ 

Prear 

McMahon 

Watkins 

Georgs 

Magnuson 

Wherry 

Gillette 

Malone 

Williams 

Green 

Martin 

Withers 

Hayden 

Mllllkln 

Hendrickson 

Morse 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo- 

-ximigiBtsfisat.  . . . . 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation, 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  that  the  Senate  has  at  last  con¬ 
sented  to  consider  the  bill  to  Increase  the 
borrowing  power  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  early  in  March 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  reported  to  the  Senate  for  con¬ 
sideration  a  bill  to  increase  the  borrow¬ 
ing  power  of  the  Corporation,  but  in 
the  bill  there  was  included  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  was  considered  obnoxious 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  That 
amendment  would  have  required  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  em¬ 
ploy  the  services  of  dealers,  commission 
merchants,  and  other  usual  and  custom- 
aiT  channels,  facilities,  and  arrange¬ 
ments  of  trade  and  commerce,  in  the 
acquisition,  warehousing,  transporting, 
processing,  or  handling  of  agricultural 
commodities. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  the  Senate 
recommitted  the  bill  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  The  com¬ 
mittee  chairman  then  appointed  a  sub¬ 
committee  to  hold  further  hearings  with 
respect  to  the  bill,  which  contained  the 
^amendment  to  which  I  have  just  re¬ 
ferred.  I  was  selected  as  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  and  with  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Thye],  set  to  work  to  consider  the  bill 
as  it  had  been  amended.  After  ex¬ 
tended  hearings  the  committee  unani¬ 
mously  reported  the  bill  which  is  now 
pending.  When  I  say  it  was  unani¬ 


mously  reported,  I  mean  that  all  Sen- 
gators  present  and  voting  agreed  on  the 
:  recommendation. 

In  the  meantime,  and  while  hearings 
were  being  held  by  our  subcommittee, 
)  the  House  of  Representatives  considered 
and  passed  a  bill  to  increase  the  bor¬ 
rowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
.^Corporation,  and  in  due  time  that  bill 
was  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee 
'  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  Instead 
of  reporting  its  own  bill,  namely,  S. 
2826,  the  committee  decided  to  substi¬ 
tute  the  House  bill.  In  a  moment  I 
,  shall  discuss  some  of  the  reasons  why 
'  the  committee  refused  to  place  the  so- 
called  Thye  amendment  in  the  bill,  and 
:  why  it  incorporated  the  so-called  Mag- 
nuson  amendment. 

H.  R.  6567  provides  for  an  increase  of 
$2,000,000,000  in  the  borrowing  power  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is 
perhaps  the  most  important  of  all  the 
agencies  of  the  United  States  Govern- 
■  ment  in  maintaining  the  economic 
‘  health  of  the  Nation,  and,  of  course,  par- 
:  ticularly  of  the  farmers.  It  is  the  finan- 
cial  organization  through  which  are  car- 
’  ried  out  the  loans  and  purchases  provid¬ 
ing  price  supports  for  farmers.  It'has 
had  a  fine  record  of  achievement,  before 
the  recent  war,  during  the  war,  and 
since. 

/  At  present  the  Corporation  has  a  bor¬ 
rowing  power  of  $4,750,000,000.  This 
j  means  that  we,  the  Congress,  have  placed 
.  a  limit  of  four  and  three-fourths  billion 
dollars  on  the  amount  the  Corporation 
may  owe  the  United  States  Treasury  or 
banks  at  any  one  time.  The  limit  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  sum  of  actual  borrowings  and 
obligations  on  the  part  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  reimburse  banks  for  CCC  loans 
..such  banks  make  with  their  own  funds 
as  lending  agencies  of  the  Corporation. 

Although  we  placed  this  limit  on  the 
Corporation’s  financial  resources  in  1945, 
we,  the  Congress,  have  by  laws  which  we 
have  passed  directed  the  Corporation  to 
carry  out  price-support  operations  for 
farmers.  We  have  said  that  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  shall  carry  out  these  operations 
because  we  recognize  clearly  the  key  im¬ 
portance  of  a  sound  and  prosperous  farm 
economy  to  the  prosperity  of  the  Nation 
as  a  whole.  We  have  recognized  the 
magnificent  production  job  that  farmers 
did  for  the  free  world  during  and  after 
the  late  war.  We  have  insisted  that 
farmers’  incomes  be  protected  during  the 
period  of  production  adjustment  that 
must  inevitably  follow  the  high  levels 
attained  to  meet  war  and  immediate 
postwar  needs. 

We  have  told  the  farmers  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  that  we  would  not  let  them  down. 
The  Congress  has  a  strong  obligation  to 
make  available  to  the  CCC  the  resources 
necessary  for  it  to  carry  out  effectively 
the  price-support  programs  which  the 
law  says  shall  be  carried  out. 

When  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  voted  to  report 
H.  R.  6567  on  March  28,  1950,  we  asked 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  provide 
us  with  up-to-date  information  on  the 
status  of  the  CCC’s  borrowing  authority. 
I  may  state,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
letter  to  which  I  have  just  referred  and 


the  data  furnished  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  appear  in  full  on  pages  1  and 
2  of  the  committee  report  accompanying 
the  bill. 

We  also  asked  him  if  any  significant 
changes  had  taken  place  in  the  prospec¬ 
tive  needs  for  additional  borrowing 
power.  In  a  letter  dated  March  29,  1950, 
the  Secretary  said  that  as  of  February 
28,  approximately  $937,000,000  of  the 
$4,750,000,000  had  not  been  borrowed. 
However,  on  the  same  date,  current  oper¬ 
ating  obligations  on  the  books  which 
will  in  part  be  liquidated  by  additional 
borrowings  amounted  to  $568,000,000, 
Thus,  as  of  February  28,  the  total  obli¬ 
gations  against  the  CCC’s  borrowing 
power  amounted  to  nearly  $4,400,000,000, 
or  a  little  over  the  peak  which  was  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Department  would  be 
reached  this  spring  in  the  support  of 
1949  crops. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  place  in  the  Record  at 
the  same  time  how  the  figures  stand  as 
of  today,  or  rather  as  of  June  1? 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  I  will  do  so 
now.  The  latest  report  available  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  that  of 
April  30,  1950.  As  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware  knows,  the  De¬ 
partment  must  consult  and  receive  data 
from  more  than  3,000  PMA  offices  as  well 
as  approximately  12,000  banks,  through¬ 
out  the  Nation.  The  latest  accurate  in¬ 
formation  the  Department  is  able  to 
furnish,  as  Instated,  is  as  of  April  30, 1950. 
The  report  shows  that  the  borrowings 
from  the  United  States  Treasury  were 
$2,801,000,000;  from  the  banks,  $2  055,- 
955.99,  or  a  total  of  $2,803,065,955.99. 


Obligations  to  purchase  commodity 
loans  held  by  leading  agents — that  is 
borrowings  that  were  made  by  the  farm¬ 
ers  direct  from  the  banks  aggregated 
seven  -  hundred  -  and  -  thirty  -  seven  - 
million  -  one  -  hundred  -  and-  twenty  - 
five-thousand-and-some-odd  dollars  as 
of  that  date.  Obligations  for  guaran¬ 
teeing  storage-facility  loans  were  $4,448,-  t~ 
000.  A  total  statutory  obligation  of  ■ 
$3,544,639,320.45  existed.  The  net  stat-  I 
utory  borrowing  authority  remaining  1 
available,  as  of  April  30,  was  $l,205,360,-'tt 
679.55. 


However,  Mr.  President,  I  desire  to 
point  out  to  the  Senate  that  there  are  to 
be  charged  against  this  amount  of  $1,- 
205,000,000,  other  obligations  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may  be 
called  upon  to  meet  at  any  time  upon 
demand.  These  obligations  aggregated 
$750,104,446.52  as  of  April  30,  1950.  In 
other  words,  deducting  that  amount  from 
the  net  statutory  borrowing  authority  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  there 
remained  available  on  April  30,  1950,  the 
sum  of  $450,000,000  which  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  could  use  to  carry  out  programs 
authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  entire  statement  to  which 
I  have  just  referred  may  be  incorporated 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks. 


1950 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Status  of  statutory  borrowing  authority  as  of 
April  30,  1950,  and  obligations  as  of  that 
date  vihich  may  require  the  use  of  borrow¬ 
ing  authority 
Statutory  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  . . . $4,750,000,000.00 


Borrowings : 

Pi-om  U.  S.  Treasury.  2,  801,  000,  000.  00 
From  banks _  2,  065,  955.  99 


Total _  2,  803,  065,  955.  99 

Obligations  to  purchase 
commodity  loans  held 

by  lending  agencies _  737, 125,  289.  44 

Obligations  for  guaranty 
of  storage  facility  loans 
held  by  lending  agen¬ 
cies  _  4.  448,  075.  02 

Total  statutory  - 

obligations _  3,  544'  6S9,  320.  45 


Net  statutory  bor¬ 
rowing  authority 

available _  1,  205,  360,  679.  55 

Memorandum:  other  obligations  which  may 
require  the  use  of  borrowing  authority 
Other  obligations: 

Contingent  liabilities 
under  outstanding 
purchase  agreements.  $211,  367,  000.  00 
Approved  commitments 
to  make  or  guaran¬ 
tee  loans  on  storage 

facilities  _  2,  601,  321.  00 

Loans  approved,  not 

fully  processed _  19,  622,  369.  64 

Accounts  payable _  391,424,306.42 

Accrued  liabilities _  125,  089,  449.  46 


Total  other  obliga¬ 
tions  _ ,...  750,  104,  446.  52 

NEED  FOR  ADDITIONAL  CCC  BORROWING  POWER 

1.  Present  resources:  The  Commodity  Cred¬ 
it  Corporation  now  has  a  borrowing  power  of 
$4,750,000,000  and  paid-in  capital  of  $100,- 
000,000, 

2.  Borrowing  power  in  use:  As  of  March  31, 
1950,  the  Corporation  had  outstanding  bor¬ 
rowings  of  $2,779,000,000  and  it  was  obli¬ 
gated  to  purchase  $1,087,000,000  of  loans  held 
by  banks  and  other  lending  agencies  oper¬ 
ating  under  agreements  with  the  Corpora-I 
tlon.  This  made  a  total  of  $3,866,000,000  oa 
its  statutory  borrowing  power  actually  in  useJ 
It  also  had  other  obligations  already  con-I 
tracted  in  the  amount  of  $471,000,000,  somer 
part  of  which  will  require  additional  bor¬ 
rowings  to  liquidate  (such  as  loans  In  proc¬ 
ess,  purchase  agreements,  accounts  payable, 
etc.) . 

3.  Reason  additional  borrowing  power 
needed:  Most  of  the  borrowing  power  in  use 
Is  reflected  in  the  Corporation’s  Investment 
In  price-support  loans  and  inventories  ac¬ 
quired  in  price-support  operations.  There 
will  be  some  realization  on  this  Investment 
due  to  loan  repayments  and  sales,  and  most 
of  the  price-support  operations  on  all  1949 
crops  except  corn  have  been  completed. 
However,  it  is  obvious  that  the  Corporation. 
Is  in  no  position  to  undertake  the  formula¬ 
tion  and  announcement  of  1950-crop  price- 
support  programs  with  the  small  financial 
resources  remaining  available  to  it. 

4.  Amount  needed:  It  is  the  Corporation’s 
best  estimate  that  it  will  need  $2,000,000,000 
before  starting  1950  crop-support  operations 
and  at  the  same  time  carry  its  Investment  In 
Inventories  not  sold  and  leave  a  small  margin 
of  safety.  The  estimates  must  of  necessity 
be  subject  to  possible  large  error,  since  few 
of  the  1950  crops  involved  have  yet  been 
planted. 


5.  Need  for  quick  action;  Planning  1950- 
crop  operations  and  announcing  approved 
programs  should  have  preceded  planting  time. 
’The  law  provides  that  it  be  done,  and  it  would 
be  only  fair  to  farmers  to  let  them  know  what 
they  can  expect.  It  has  not  been  possible  to 
do  this,  however,  due  to  the  lack  of  adequate 
borrowing  authority.  Harvesting  has  begun 
on  1950  crops  in  some  areas.  Thus,  if  fair 
and  equitable  treatment  is  to  be  given  all 
producers,  it  is  urgent  that  the  increase  of 
$2,000,000,000  in  the  borrowing  authority  of 
the  CCC  be  approved  immediately.  The  laws 
providing  price  support  to  farmers  are  •  on 
the  books,  but  they  can  be  rendered  ineffec¬ 
tive  and  the  structure  of  farm  prices  dam¬ 
aged  extensively  by  any  further  delay  in  pro¬ 
viding  the  CCC  financial  resources  to  carry 
out  the  program. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
f!  the  Senator  yield  further? 

4  Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  another 
!  question. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Am  I  correct  that 
I  the  statement  the  Senator  has  just  in- 
Jicorporated  in  the  Record  is  a  similar  one 
''relative  to  the  borrowing  authority  of  the 
Corporation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  one  the 
Senator  asked  about,  and  which  was  fur¬ 
nished  me.  It  reflects  the  status  of  CCC 
funds  as  of  April  30,  and,  as  I  have  just 
stated  to  the  Senate,  is  the  latest  avail¬ 
able  statement  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  can  furnish  at  this  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Then  this  Is  the 
statement  of  the  borrowing  authority  at 
the  present  time? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  a  statement 
similar  to  that  which  was  furnished  the 
committee  pursuant  to  our  request  of  last 
March.  As  I  pointed  out  in  my  state¬ 
ment  a  moment  ago,  a  statement  was 
furnished  to  us  as  of  February  28,  and  it 
was  at  the  time  the  last  available  infor¬ 
mation. 

The  Senator  asked  me  if  I  had  a  later 
statement.  My  answer  was  “Yes.”  That 
statement  I  have  given,  which  is,  as  I 
said,  similar  to  the  other  statement  which 
was  furnished  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  but  it  is  of  a  more 
recent  date. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  How  does  that  figure 
compare  with  the  one  for  February  placed 
in  the  Record  just  previous  to  that? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  can 
easily  compare  them.  If  the  Senator  will 
take  the  report  accompanying  the  bill,  he 
will  see  on  page  2  and  the  top  of  page  3 
that  as  of  February  28,  the  net  statutory 
borrowing  authority  available  was  $936,- 
000,000-plus,  and  that  the  obligations 
were  $567,000,000-plus. 

The  difference  between  the  statement 
to  which  I  have  just  referred  and  this 
one  is  that  the  net  statutory  borrowing 
authority  has  increased  to  the  sum  of 
$1,205,000,000  instead  of  $936,000,000,  but 
I  should  like  to  call  the  Senate’s  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  other  obligations 
for  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor-, 
poration  is  responsible  amounted  to 
$750,000,000  instea^i  of  $567,000,000,  as 
was  shown  in  the  report  of  February  28, 
1950. 

I  should  like  to  Invite  the  Senator’s 
attention  to  the  fact  that  if  he  will  de¬ 
duct  from  the  net  statutory  borrowing 
authority  available  in  the  report  of  Feb¬ 


ruary  28,  the  other  obligations,  he  will 
note  that  the  difference  is  a  little  less 
than  $400,000,000  of  available  borrowing 
power,  but  under  the  most  recent  report 
the  available  borrowing  power  is  about 
$450,000,000,  in  round  figures. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDEIR.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  other  words,  the 
trend  has  reversed,  and  during  April, 
cash  was  accumulating  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  I  am  wondering  if  the  Senator 
has  any  information  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  as  to  whether  the 
trend  has  continued  down  through  the 
month  of  May?  Although  the  final 
figures  may  not  be  available,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  should  know 
the  trend. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  tried  last  Friday  to 
obtain  that  information,  and  I  was  in¬ 
formed  by  Department  officials  that  the 
information  was  not  available  because 
they  had  not  accumulated  all  the  reports 
from  the  various  agencies  scattered 
throughout  the  United  States.  However, 
I  was  informed  that  judging  from  some 
of  the  reports  which  have  come  in,  as 
compared  with  the  figures  appearing  in 
the  report  of  April  30,  there  will  not  be 
a  significant  difference  when  the  report 
for  May  31  is  available. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand,  then,  from  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  this  trend  of  liquidating 
inventories  has  stopped,  and  that  there 
has  been  no  increase?  Is  that  what  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  saying? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  has  been  a 
slight  change.  The  reason  for  that  is 
that  cotton  has  been  selling  for  2  or  3 
cents  above  the  loan  rate;  wheat,  as  well 
as  corn,  has  been  selling  a  little  above 
the  loan  rate.  However,  it  would  not 
take  long  for  those  prices  to  change; 
and  the  moment  they  did,  the  farmers 
would  be  anxious  to  go  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  relief, 
rather  than  sell  their  commodities  at 
less  than  the  support  price. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  agree  with  me  that 
nothing  which  can  happen  to  the  mar¬ 
ket  in  the  future  could  change  the  trend 
In  the  month  of  May,  which  has  passed? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  opinion.  I  have  tried  to  point  out 
that  there  are  many  things  which  can 
happen  which  could  cause  just  the  re¬ 
verse.  Much  has  been  said  in  the  news¬ 
papers  about  the  drastic  losses  which 
have  been  sustained  by  the  wheat  grow¬ 
ers  in  Kansas  and  other  Western  States 
in  their  spring  wheat  crop  but  I  do  not 
believe  the  situation  is  going  to  be  as 
bad  as  all  that. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  misunderstood  me.  I 
said  that  nothing  which  can  happen 
from  this  day  forward  can  change  what 
happened  in  the  month  of  May.  In 
May  the  prices  were  higher;  soybeans, 
wheat,  corn,  ■  and  other  commodities 
were  selling  at  higher  prices.  So  it  is 
only  natural  that  the  farmers  who  held 
such  commodities  would  have  been 
liquidating  them. 

I  am  merely  asking  the  Senator 
whether  he  has  any  information  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  to 
whether  they  have  liquidated  any  of 
those  commodities  during  the  month  of 
May. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  have  not,  ex¬ 
cept  there  is  some  information  as  to  cer¬ 
tain  amounts,  just  as  there  was  in  the 
interval  between  the  February  state¬ 
ment  and  the  March  statement.  This 
information  concerns  merely  the  usual 
disposals. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  see  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken!  on  his  feet. 
Perhaps  he  could  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield,  in  order  to  permit  me  to 
answer  the  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion;  or,  if  there  is  unanimous  consent, 
I  yield  in  order  to  permit  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  to  reply  to  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  consent  is  granted. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  been  trying  this 
forenoon  to  get  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  an  estimate  as  to  the 
trend  of  affairs,  as  to  whether  liquida¬ 
tions  were  exceeding  the  loans,  or  vice 
versa.  So  far,  I  have  been  unable  to  get 
anyone  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  even  to  hazard  a  guess  as  to 
whether  the  amount  of  liquidations  was 
exceeding  the  amount  of  new  loans, 
which  primarily  would  be  on  corn.  It 
seemed  to  me  rather  incredible  that  re¬ 
sponsible  persons  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  would  not  even 
hazard  a  guess  as  to  the  direction  in 
which  the  trend  was  running.  From  that 
circumstance,  in  view  of  the  proposed 
legislation  coming  before  the  Senate  al¬ 
most  immediately — although  I  did  not 
know  it  at  that  time — I  took  it  that  prob¬ 
ably  the  liquidations  were  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  new  loans.  That  was  the 
only  conclusion  I  could  draw,  in  light  of 
my  inability  to  get  any  indication  at  all 
as  to  the  direction  in  which  the  trend 
was  running. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  may  be  possible.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  the  1949  corn  loans  were  closed 
on  May  3, 1950, 1  believe. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  the  farmers 
continued  to  make  loans  until  that  date. 
In  a  moment,  I  expect  to  place  in  the 
Record  figures  to  show  the  enormous 
amounts  of  commodities  which  now  be¬ 
long  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  and  on  which  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  made  loans  in 
the  past. 


It  does  not  take  much,  as  the  Senator 
knows,  to  change  a  trend.  The  moment 
prices  of  wheat,  corn,  or  cotton  go  down 
the  least  bit,  the  farmers  will  rush  to 
have  protected  in  some  way  through  this 
Instrumentality  which  we  have  provided, 
whatever  amounts  of  those  commodities 
they  have  on  hand. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Of  course,  between  now 
and  the  fii’st  of  August,  under  the  law, 
liquidations  should  greatly  exceed  the 
amount  of  new  loans;  but  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  will  agree  with 
me  that  it  would  be  much  easier  to  act 
intelligently  upon  the  proposed  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  legislation  if 
the  Corporation  would  keep  the  Members 
of  Congress  better  informed  as  to  what  is 
going  on  in  its  business  and  would  keep 
us  constantly  up  to  date.  That  would 
do  away  with  a  great  deal  of  uncertainty. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  point  out 
that  the  committee  has  had  no  difiiculty 
in  obtaining  any  information  it  requested 
from  the  Department.  Of  course,  when 
it  comes  to  obtaining  a  guess  from  the 
Department,  it  is  reluctant  to  make  one. 
However,  I  am  giving  the  Senate  today 
the  last  available  authentic  information, 
and  that  is  what  I  am  asking  the  Senate 
to  go  by — not  guesses. 

As  I  pointed  out  awhile  ago,  in  order 
to  get  the  most  recent  report — as  of  May 
31 — it  was  necessary  for  the  Department 
to  consult  and  obtain  information  from 
more  than  3,000  PMA  offices  and  approx¬ 
imately  12,000  banks  throughout  the  Na¬ 
tion,  so  as  to  be  able  to  work  up  the 
details  and  the  accurate  figures,  and 
prepare  a  report  such  as  the  one  of  April 
30,  1950. 

However.  I  am  advised  that  there  is 
some  trend;  of  course  there  is;  that  is 
to  say,  times  are  a  little  bit  better.  There 
is  no  question  about  that.  However, 
when  we  stop  and  reflect  on  the  vast 
amount  of  wheat,  corn,  cotton,  and  other 
commodities  on  hand  of  course  we  real¬ 
ize  that  a  break  can  come  at  any  time 
and  change  the  picture. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  a  moment. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  Senate  that 
before  any  of  the  new  crop  of  wheat  is 
harvested  it  is  estimated  that  there  will 
be  a  carry-over  of  wheat  alone  of  430,- 
000,000  bushels  as  of  July  1,  1950.  It 
also  is  estimated  that  there  will  be  a 
carry-over  of  corn  as  of  October  1  in 
excess  of  900,000,000  bushels;  of  cotton, 
7,500,000  bales.  That  is  the  anticipated 
situation,  before  any  1950  crops  of  cotton, 
corn,  or  wheat  is  harvested. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Does  not  the  Senator 
think,  though,  that  it  is  rather  unusual 
for  the  president  or  directors  of  a  cor¬ 
poration  to  ask  for  $2,000,000,000  when 
at  the  same  time  they  in  effect  say,  “We 
have  no  idea  whether  in  money  we  have 
been  running  ahead  or  behind  for  the 
last  30  days;  we  do  not  even  know  what 
Is  happening  in  our  own  business”? 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  I  do  not  think  it 
unusual.  The  Congress  of  the  United 
States  has  supplied  the  yardstick  to  be 
followed  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  with  respect  to  protecting  farm 
prices  in  the  case  of  wheat,  corn,  and 
other  commodities. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  But  surely  the  cor¬ 
poration  should  know  what  they  have 
been  doing  with  the  money  available  to 
them. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  fact  is  that 
while  a  few  hundred  million  bushels  less 
wheat  may  be  harvested  the  present 
Congress  also  may  not  appropriate  as 
much  as  was  anticipated  for  ECA,  which 
buys  wheat,  cotton,  and  other  commodi¬ 
ties.  These  and  many  other  factors  can 
change  the  picture  overnight. 

Let  me  point  out,  as  I  shall  show  my 
distinguished  friend,  as  I  proceed  with 
my  stateifient — in  the  near  future - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Might  I  say  I  am 
not  talking  about  the  future;  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  past.  What  have  they 
been  doing  with  the  money  they  already 
have. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Just  a  moment.  I 
shall  answer  any  question  the  Senator 
desires  to  ask,  but  I  want  permission  at 
least  to  answer  the  questions  the  Sen¬ 
ators  has  already  asked  before  he  pro¬ 
pounds  others. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  was  endeavoring  to 
set  the  Senator  straight  on  the  question 
I  was  asking,  which  dealt  with  their 
transactions  for  the  month  of  May. 
Nothing  in  the  future  would  affect  what 
happened  in  May. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  already  an¬ 
swered  the  Senator  with  respect  to  the 
month  of  May,  and  have  nothing  further 
to  say  on  that  point.  If  the  Senator  has 
anything  to  add  on  the  subject,  he  may 
do  so  in  his  own  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  have  nothing  to 
add.  I  have  been  unable  to  find  out. 
I  have  been  unable  to  find  anyone  in 
the  Department  who  knows  anything 
about  transactions  in  that  month.  They 
have  said  they  have  not  the  slightest 
idea  what  happened  in  the  month  of 
May.  Perhaps  they  are  afraid  to  tell  us 
while  this  legislation  is  pending. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  may 
draw  his  own  conclusions,  I  presume, 
from  the  reports  of  February,  March, 
and  April,  which  are  all  before  him. 
There  may  be  a  slight  increase  in  net 
statutory  borrowing  authority  when 
the  report  of  May  31  comes  out.  But 
let  me  point  out  to  the  Senator  that  this 
is  merely  the  authorization  to  borrow  an 
additional  $2,000,000,000.  It  is  a  sum 
which  is  asked  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  in  order  that  it  may  be  in 
a  position  to  comply  with  the  laws  which 
we,  in  Congress,  have  enacted,  in  order 
to  help  the  farmer. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  we  have 
got  to  give  them  the  money  with  which 
to  carry  out  the  law.  But  what  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  find  out  is,  Do  they  need  it?  It 
seems  to  me  that  somebody  in  the  Cor¬ 
poration  could  give  us  the  trend  as  to 
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how  they  are  running  for  the  month  of 
May.  It  has  been  6  weeks  since  the  last 
report  was  printed,  and  what  I  want  to 
know  is  what  happened  during  the  past 
6  weeks. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  my  considered 
Judgment  that  it  is  needed,  and  that  is 
why  I  am  pleading  for  it.  I  continue, 
now,  with  my  statement,  Mr.  President. 

However,  the  Department  believed  it 
had  enough  borrowing  power  left  to  com¬ 
plete  price-support  operations  on  1949 
crops.  Corn  was  the  major  commodity 
on  which  support  operations  had  not 
been  completed.  Tliat  program  was 
completed  as  of  May  31,  1950,  as  I  was 
informed. 

As  to  the  projected  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  borrowing  power,  the  Secretary 
said  on  March  29  that  the  Corporation 
could  require  as  much  as  $6,300,000,000 
to  carry  its  investment  in  inventories 
acquired  from  1949  arid  prior  crops  and 
at  the  same  time  carry  out  1950  price- 
support  operations.  It  is  the  firm  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Department  that  the  $2,000,- 
000,000  additional  borrowing  power  is 
the  minimum  amount  required  to  assure 
the  ability  of  the  Corporation  to  carry 
out  its  responsibilities  for  farm  price- 
support  operations  with  respect  to  1250 
crops. 

Considering  all  the  facts,  I  think 
$2,000,000,000  is  a  conservative  amount 
to  be  added  to  the  CCC’s  borrowing 
power.  In  the  first  place,  no  one  can 
estimate  with  reasonable  accuracy  what 
could  happen  with  respect  to  crops  now 
growing  and  which  have  not  yet  been 
harvested.  Acreage  planted,  weather 
and  other  elements  influencing  yield's, 
and  domestic  and  foreign  demand  and 
other  factors  influencing  prices  cannot 
be  predicted  within  close  margins.  All 
these  factors  will  affect  the  amount  of 
funds  actually  needed  by  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  carrying  out  1950  crop-price- 
support  operations.  Many  of  these  same 
factors  will,  of  -course,  determine  how 
much  of  inventories  from  1949  and  prior 
crops  the  Corporation  can  sell  and  how 
much  it  will  realize  on  them. 

Secondly,  the  borrowing  power  of  the 
Corporation  is,  as  I  have  said,  simply  an 
authorization.  The  Congress  determines 
how  that  authorization  shall  be  used.  It 
does  this  by  prescribing  in  the  statutes 
the  price-support  program  to  be  carried 
out,  and  by  its  annual  review  of  a  detailed 
budget  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the 
Corporation.  Further,  the  Congress  is 
kept  fully  advised  of  operations  actually 
carried  out  and  the  cost  of  those  opera¬ 
tions.  This  is  done  by  the  Department 
itself,  through  monthly  detailed  reports, 
and  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
his  annual  report  of  his  appraisal  of  the 
assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Corporation 
as  required  by  law.  Thus,  it  seems  ob¬ 
vious  that  the  use  of  borrowing  power  by 
the  Corporation  is  dependent  almost  en¬ 
tirely  on  the  expressed  desires  of  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  speaks 
of  the  $2,000,000,000  as  an  authorization, 


To  a  certain  extent,  that  is  true.  But  the 
Senator  will  agree  with  me,  will  he  not, 
that  it  is  different  from  ordinary  au¬ 
thorizations,  in  that,  after  we  once  pass 
this  bill,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  will  riot  have  to  come  back  to  Con¬ 
gress  for  an  appropriation,  but  can  get 
the  $2,000,000,000  direct  from  the  Treas¬ 
ury  without  further  consent  from  the 
Congress.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course,  it  can  use 
it  only  for  the  purposes  specified  by  the 
Congress  and  in  carrying  out  annual 
budget  programs  submitted  to  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  true.  But  it 
is  different  from  ordinary  authorizations, 
in  that  the  CCC  can  get  the  money,  with¬ 
out  seeking  further  authority  from  Con¬ 
gress;  is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly.  But  it  is 
to  carry  out  the  program  the  Congress 
has  approved.  I  do  not  know  whether  he 
voted  for  it  or  not ;  I  did.  But  this  money 
is  to  be  used  to  carry  cut  the  dictates  of 
the  Congress.  It  is  going  to  be  used  for 
that  purpose  and  for  nothing  else. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  is  per¬ 
fectly  correct  about  that.  But  what  I 
was  pointing  out  is  that  so  far  as  Congress 
is  concerned,  this  might  well  be  an  ap¬ 
propriation.  When  we  authorize  it,  we 
are  done  with  it;  the  Corporation  can 
spend  all  the  money  without  coming  back 
again. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  they  cannot 
spend  it  all. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is,  if  they 
need  it. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Tliey  must  comply 
with  the  laws  passed  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that.  But  if  in  the  opinion 
of  the  directors  of  the  Corporation,  or 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  $2,000,- 
000,000  is  needed,  they  can  go  ahead 
and  use  every  dollar  of  it  without  com¬ 
ing  back  to  the  Congress  for  further  con¬ 
sent;  is  not  that  true? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly,  except  for 
the  limitations  which  I  have  mentioned. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  But  it  is  different 
from  an  ordinary  authorization. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly  they  can 
do  that,  but  they  must  follow  the  dic¬ 
tates  of  the  Congress. 

A  third  and,  I  believe,  a  highly  impor¬ 
tant  reason  that  a  minimum  of  $2,000,- 
000,000  of  additional  borrowing  power 
should  be  granted  the  Corporation  is 
that  a  reserve  in  borrowing  authority 
should  at  all  times  be  available.  It  is 
just  as  necessary  that  the  CCC  have 
reserve  resources  to  meet  unexpected  de¬ 
mands  as  it  is  for  a  bq,nk  or  an  insur¬ 
ance  company.  It  is  particularly  impor¬ 
tant  in  the  case  of  the  CCC  because  of 
the  impossibility  of  predicting  what  the 
next  year,  or  even  the  next  month,  will 
bring  in  agriculture.  Farmers  must  have 
confidence  in  the  ability  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  meet  the  commitments  of  the 
Government  for  price  support.  There 


must  be  no  doubts  in  their  minds  which 
might  cause  them  to  rush  to  get  their 
crops  under  price  support  before  the 
next  fellow  for  fear  the  money  will  run 
out.  If  this  were  to  happen,  chaos  would 
result,  and  the  whole  structure  of  farm 
prices  could  collapse,  with  disastrous  ef¬ 
fects.  Banks,  thousands  of  which  act  as 
lending  agencies  in  making  price-support 
loans  to  farmers,  must  have  full  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  ability  of  the  Corporation 
to  meet  its  obligations  to  them.  Rail¬ 
roads,  warehouses,  and  all  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  commercial  trade  which  deal 
with  the  Corporation  must  be  certain 
that  the  Corporation  can  pay  its  hills 

Another  major  reason  for  being  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  CCC  has  ample  resources 
is  that  the  mere  availability  of  funds  to 
carry  out  price-support  operations  when 
needed  may  either  eliminate  the  need  for 
actual  use  of  funds  or  reduce  the  amount 
necessary.  It  is  an  economic  fact  that 
it  is  much  less  costly  to  keep  a  market 
from  deteriorating  than  to  try  to  restore 
a  demoralized  market.  There  have  been 
several  occasions  when  the  Corporation 
has  announced  availability  of  price  sup¬ 
port  on  a  particular  commodity,  and  the 
result  has  been  immediate  strengthening 
of  the  market  price  to  an  extent  which 
made  it  unnecessary  for  the  Corporation 
to  use  any  funds.  In  others  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  price  support  has  given  farm¬ 
ers  the  confidence  and  assurance  they 
needed  to  hold  their  commodities  until 
later  rises  in  price  made  it  possible  for 
them  to  sell  at  above  the  support  price. 

I  repeat,  it  appears  that  the  Congress 
would  be  somewhat  less  than  realistic 
if  it  should  have  the  slightest  hesitation 
about  providing  $2,000,000,000  of  addi¬ 
tional  borrowing  power  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  Also,  I 
urge  that  there  be  no  further  delay  in 
our  action.  The  Department  is  obli¬ 
gated  to  announce  1950  crop-price-sup- 
port  programs  as  far  in  advance  of 
planting  time  as  may  be  practicable. 
This  is  so  farmers  will  know  what  to  ex¬ 
pect,  and  in  providing  by  law  for  price 
support,  we  have  given  farmers  the  right 
to  know.  Planting  time  has  passed  on 
most  crops,  however,  and  some  farmers, 
in  the  Southwest,  are  beginning  their 
harvest.  We  cannot  expect  the  CCC  to 
commit  the  Government  ivithout  having 
the  financial  resources  to  assure  its 
ability  to  fulfill  its  obligations. 

I  should  like  to  state  briefly  the  pres¬ 
ent  position  of  the  CCC  with  respect  to 
the  amount  of  money  invested  in  com¬ 
modities,  or  in  loans  on  commodities. 
As  of  March  31,  1950,  the  Corporation 
had  almost  $2,200,000,000  invested  in 
loans  and  $1,800,000,000  in  commodity 
inventories.  The  total  investment  in 
commodity  loans  and  inventories  was 
thus  about  $4,000,000,000.  Of  this  to¬ 
tal,  $3,000,000,000  was  invested  in  loans 
on  and  inventories  of  wheat,  cotton 
and  corn,  approximately  $1,00,000,- 
000  in  each  commodity.  Except  for  to¬ 
bacco,  flaxseed  and  linseed  oil,  and  dried 
eggs,  there  was  no  other  commodity  in 
which  the  Corporation  had  as  much  as 
$100,000,000  invested  as  of  March  31. 
The  largest  of  these  three  exceptions  was 
$235,000,000  invested  in  flaxseed  and  lin- 
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seed  oil.  Thei-e  were  31  commodities 
other  than  wheat,  cotton,  and  corn  un¬ 
der  the  loan  or  in  inventory. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  insert 
in  the  Record  a  table  showing  all  the 
commodities  to  which  I  have  referred, 
and  others,  upon  which  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  either  loans  or 
commodities  in  inventory.  For  instance, 
the  table  shows  as  of  April  30,  1950,  with 
respect  to  corn,  543,155,000  bushels, 
valued  at  $742,243,000.  In  inventory, 
that  is,  owned  by  the  Corporation,  the 
amount  in  bushels  was  a  little  more  than 
254,659,000  bushels,  valued  at  $389,664,- 
000. 

In  the  case  of  wheat  pledged  for  loans, 
there  were  304,635,000  bushels  valued  at 


>  Includes  loans  approved  not  fully  processed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  has  been  true 
over  the  history  of  the  Corporation  since 
1933,  as  now,  that  approximately  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  funds  used  in  its  price-sup¬ 
port  operations  are  used  in  connection 
with  wheat,  cotton,  and  corn.  It  is  not 
possible  to  predict  what  portion  of  the 
total  investment  in  commodities  will  be 
lost.  It  depends  on  the  many  different 
factors  affecting  prices  for  agricultural 
commodities.  However,  there  is  consid¬ 
erable  assurance  that  the  result  will  not 
be  unreasonable  in  the  fact  that  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  investment  is  in  three  basic 
storable  commodities,  namely,  cotton, 
corn,  and  wheat.  We  need  some  reserve 
of  each  of  these  commodities.  One  bad 
crop  failure  could  cause  the  disappear¬ 
ance  of  all  or  a  substantial  part  of  the 
quantities  in  which  the  CCC  now  has 
funds  invested.  There  is  always  the 


$604,143,000.  The  quantity  in  inventory 
W’as  127,132,000  bushels  valued  at  $316,- 
236,000. 

As  to  upland  cotton,  the  number  of 
bales  pledged  for  loans  amounted  to 
2,000,000,  valued  at  $283,329,000.  In  in¬ 
ventory  there  are  3,584,000  bales  valued 
at  $606,849,000.  And  so  on  down  the 
line. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks  the  table  to 
which  I  have  referred,  showing  the 
quantity  and  value  of  commodities 
pledged  in  connection  with  outstanding 
loans. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


prospect  facing  farmers  that  they  will 
not  be  able  to  produce  a  normal  crop. 
Furthermore,  it  is  expected  that  exist¬ 
ing  mechanisms  for  control  of  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  these  basic  drops  will  prevent 
unmanageable  surpluses  from  occurring. 

I  have  tried  to  present  to  the  Senate 
the  important  facts  which  should  be 
considered  in  connection  with  House  bill 
6567.  I  believe  it  is  necessary  that 
$2,000,000,000  additional  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  be  provided  the  CCC  and  that 
it  be  done  without  delay.  I  urge  that  the 
Senate  support  the  action  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  In 
approving  the  bill. 

I  wish  to  state,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
part  of  the  report  dealing  with  the  so- 
called  Thye  amendment  appears  on  page 
5,  and  I  ask  that  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks  the  reasons  given  by  the  subcom¬ 
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mittee  for  striking  this  amendment  from 
the  bill  be  incorporated  in  the  Record  as 
a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  report  (No.  1375)  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Utilization  of  Private  Trade  Facilities 

The  extent  to  which  the  dommodity 
Credit  Corporation  should  utilize  the  usual 
and  customary  channels  of  trade  and  com¬ 
merce  in  its  handling  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  was  investigated  thoroughly  in  the 
hearings  conducted  by  your  subcommittee. 
The  proposed  amendment  to  the  bill  would 
direct  the  Corporation  to  employ  dealers, 
commission  merchants,  and  the  other  usual 
and  customary  channels,  facilities,  and  ar¬ 
rangements  of  trade  and  commerce  in  the 
acquisition,  warehousing,  transporting,  proc¬ 
essing,  handling,  and  disposition  of  any  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  officials  testified  that  such-  a  directive 
would  seriously  impair  the  operation  of  the 
farm  price-support  program  by  subjecting 
the  Corporation  to  unreasonable  fees  and 
unnecessary  expenses,  and  by  loss  of  operat¬ 
ing  control  in  the  handling  of  all  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  agricultural  commodities. 

Representatives  of  the  private  grain  trade 
recommended  approval  of  the  amendment  as 
a  solution  to  problems  confronting  the  in¬ 
dustry  in  its  relations  with  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  In  general  the  private  trade  wit¬ 
nesses  urged  more,  if  not  complete,  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  regular  facilities  and  especially  em¬ 
phasized  the  hardships  imposed  on  them  by 
the  present  bypassing  of  certain  segments 
of  the  private  trade.  Three  specific  com¬ 
plaints  were: 

1.  That  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  failed  to  make  prompt  financial 
settlements  for  services  rendered  by  coun¬ 
try  elevators  in  the  handling  and  shipment 
of  grain  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  from  the  local  area  where  it  is 
produced  to  the  grain  terminals.  Delays  of 
payments  for  many  months  were  frequent 
during  the  1949  operation. 

2.  That  the  Corporation  has  failed  to  ad¬ 
vise  within  a  reasonable  time  country  ele¬ 
vators  of  down  grading  and  shortages  in 
weight  of  shipments  of  Government-owned 
grain  as  reported  by  inspectors  at  the  termi¬ 
nal  markets.  As  a  result  of  this  delay  the 
country  elevators  were  often  deprived  of 
their  right  to  call  for  a  recheck  or  appeal 
and  their  liability  for  the  value  of  the  short¬ 
age  was  continued. 

3.  That  the  Corporation  has  failed  to  util¬ 
ize  the  services  of  commission  merchants, 
which,  the  trade  representatives  asserted, 
would  correct  to  a  great  extent  the  problems 
cited  above. 

The  bone  of  contention  of  the  commission 
merchants  is  that  they  should  be  employed 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the 
handling  of  any  movement  of  grain  from 
the  country  elevators  to  the  grain  terminals, 
irrespective  of  whether  or  not  the  grain  is 
actually  sold.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Cor¬ 
poration  contends  that  this  service  should  be 
performed  at  the  expense  of  the  country 
elevators,  for  the  reason  that  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  already  pays  a  fee  to  the  country  ele¬ 
vators  for  all  necessary  services;  that,  there¬ 
fore,  the  employment  of  commission  mer¬ 
chants  would  simply  benefit  the  country  ele¬ 
vators  and  would  incur  an  added  expense  to 
the  operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  The  country  elevator  operators 
contend  that  they  are  unable  to  employ  and 
pay  commission  merchants  out  of  the  fees 
paid  them  by  the  Corporation. 

Evidence  presented  to  the  subcommittee 
Indicates  that  the  complaints  regarding  the 


Quantity  and  value  of  commodities  pledged  for  outstanding  loans  and  commodities  in 
price-support  inventory  as  of  Apr.  30,  1950 

(All  figures  in  thousands] 


Commodity 

Unit 

Pledged  for  loans  ■ 

In  inventory 

Quantity 

Value 

Quantity 

Value 

Bushels _ 

543, 155 
304.  635 
2,000 
■  331, 674 

$742, 343 
604, 143 
2a3,  329 
132,  796 

254,  659 
127, 132 

3,  584 

2,  716 
439, 496 

12, 223 
88,  445 
36, 043 

4,  726 
28,  874 
98,  695 

315,  914 
623 
386, 269 
10,  767 
230 
37 
29, 141 
21,  352 
287 

1 

-  2 

5,  662 
48,  3.53 

3,  759 
15,  274 

255 

1 

6,351 
6,997 
725 
10, 073 

6,  758 
0,149 

450 

$389,  664 
316, 236 
606,849 
784 
125,  260 
77, 122 
108,923 
86, 586 
42, 128 
41,  265 
61, 323 
40,027 
33, 282 
29, 162 
9,523 
20,  582 
126 
3,354 
7,264 
514 
3 
13 
2,300 
1, 766 
1,715 
1,583 
333 
168 
888 
645 
146 
617 
575 
307 
.54 

Wheat _ _ _ 

. do  . . i-- 

Cotton,  upland.... _ _ 

Bales  _ 

.  ...do _ 

Bushels. . . 

9,248 

34,  467 

Hundredweight-  -  - 
. do  _ _ 

8,495 

6,973 

20,838 

17,841 
48, 010 
22,  459 

Bushels . . 

Pniinds  .  _ _ 

..do.... _ 

Tons _ 

6 

301 

Pounds _ 

26,636 

17,  744 

Poimds.... . 

Bushels . . 

9,285 
81, 469 

19,  710 
8,044 

Hundredweight. . . 
_ do . 

8,135 

1,379 

748 

5,  677 
5,925 
2,297 

Peas,  dry  edible _ _ _ _ 

. do _ 

Cottonseed  meal _ _ _ _ 

. do _ _ 

Gallons.. _ 

Pounds _ 

< 

796' 

3 

953 

721 

4,009 

481 

Cotton  linters . . . . . . 

Seeds,  winter  cover  crop _ 1 _ 

_ do . . 

Total.-.. . . . 

1, 947,  241 

2,011,087 

1950 
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long  delay  In  financial  settlements  and  ad¬ 
visement  on  the  status  of  shipments  are 
justified.  At  the  same  time,  your  subcom¬ 
mittee  recognizes  that  surplus  production 
in  1949  and  the  necessary  use  of  new  per¬ 
sonnel  to  handle  the  tremendously  increased 
volume  of  the  farm  price-support  program 
have  contributed  to  the  failure  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  to  operate  the  program  as  eflaciently 
as  might  be  expected.  Yet  these  problems 
must  be  overcome  if  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  be  handled  eff^ectively  and  eco¬ 
nomically. 

Your  subcommittee,  in  recommending  de¬ 
letion  of  the  section  requiring  complete 
utilization  of  private-trade  facilities,  does 
not  intend  by  that  action  that  no  change 
be  effected  in  the  handling  of  grains  ac¬ 
quired  under  the  price-support  program. 
Instead  your  subcommittee  is  convinced  that 
more  efficient  operation  is  necessary.  The 
problem  should  be  solved  through  adminis¬ 
trative  action  on  the  part  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  and  through  negotiation  with  the  pri¬ 
vate  agencies  concerned,  rather  than  by  de¬ 
tailed  legislative  direction  in  the  law.  The 
Intent  of  the  Congress  that  the  Corporation 
should  utilize  private-trade  facilities  wher¬ 
ever  possible  could  hardly  be  stated  more 
plainly  than  as  now  written  in  the  present 
charter  of  the  Corporation.  Yet  the  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  the  details  of  such  utilization 
should  be  made  by  the  Corporation  in  the 
course  of  its  administration  of  the  program. 

The  country  elevator  operator,  acting  as 
an  agent  for  the  Corporation,  has  undoubt¬ 
edly  experienced  financial  hardships  in  the 
past  through  delays  in  payment  of  accounts 
and  lack  of  information  on  shipments. 
Grain-trade  representatives  recommended 
the  use  of  commission  merchants  by  the 
Corporation  to  meet  this  problem.  Certainly 
the  Corporation  is  obligated  to  deal  fairly 
with  its  agents  and  a  method  must  be  found 
whereby  the  interests  of  the  private  opera¬ 
tor  are  protected.  While  compulsory  utili¬ 
zation  of  trade  facilities  as  directed  by  the 
amendment  in  question  offers  a  possible  so¬ 
lution  to  this  problem,  your  subcommittee 
believes  that  satisfactory  arrangements  can 
be  formulated  through  negotiation  between 
the  Corporation  and  the  private  trade.  It  is 
this  latter  procedure  that  your  subcommit¬ 
tee  recommends  at  present  rather  than  the 
adoption  of  a  mandatory  program  as  con¬ 
templated  by  the  proposed  amendment. 

The  greatly  Increased  volume  of  farm 
price-support  operations  has  already  been 
noted.  Present  crop  production  in  the 
United  States  and  general  economic  condi¬ 
tions  indicate  that  such  a  trend  will  con¬ 
tinue.  In  addition,  prospective  reduction  in 
agricultural  exports  comprise  a  serious 
threat  to  the  welfare  of  our  farmers.  These 
problems  must  be  solved  quickly  and  effec¬ 
tively  if  the  price-support  program  is  to 
serve  its  purpose.  Your  subcommittee  be¬ 
lieves  it  v;ill  require  the  combined  efforts 
of  public  administrators  and  private  traders 
to  meet  the  challenge  and  that  close  cooper¬ 
ation  between  the  two  groups  is  of  vital  im¬ 
portance.  If  such  cooperation  does  not  re¬ 
sult,  your  subcommittee  believes  legislative 
reconsideration  of  the  detailed  handling  of 
agricultural  commodities  acquired  under 
price-support  operations  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDBR.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  was  wondering  whether 
the  Senator  from.  Louisiana  has  any  in¬ 
formation  as  to  why  when  Secretary 
Brannan  and  Controller  Brasfleld,  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  appeared 
before  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  last  January  they  were 
quite  insistent  that  the  other  obligations 


which  are  listed  on  page  3  of  the  report 
be  not  charged  against  the  statutory 
borrowing  authority  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  whereas  they  now 
insist  upon  listing  them  as  liabilities 
which  should  be  charged  against  the 
statutory  borrowing  authority  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  They 
now  aggregate  $567,000,000. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know  the 
reason  for  it,  except  that  it  is  an  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  Corporation.  Why  they 
should  have  taken  a  different  position, 
I  do  not  know;  but  the  Senator  is  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  charges.  If  he  looks  at 
page  3  of  the  report,  at  accounts  payable, 
and  accrued  liabilities - 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  always  insisted 
they  were  liabilities  which  should  be 
charged  against  the  borrowing  authority. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  evi¬ 
dently  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Commodity  Credit' 
Corporation  for  months  maintained  that 
such  liabilities  should  not  be  charged 
against  the  borrowing  authority,  but  at 
this  time,  when  they  wish  to  make  it  ap¬ 
pear  that  they  have  very  little  borrow¬ 
ing  authority  left — and  I  am  inclined  to 
think  that  is  correct — they  insist  that 
they  be  charged  against  it.  If  we  read 
pages  5  and  6  of  the  hearings  on  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  it  will  be  found  that 
the  Corporation  was  very  insistent  that 
the  liabilities  referred  to  be  not  charged 
against  the  borrowing  authority,  because, 
as  Mr.  Brasfield  said,  they  were  unrealis¬ 
tic  and  would  be  offset  by  receipts  from 
liquidation. 

I  am  not  rising  to  oppose  adequate 
borrowing  power  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  However,  I  think 
we  are  justified  in  insisting  that  they 
be  consistent  in  their  use  of  figures,  and 
not  use  one  set  of  figures  to  suit  their 
purposes  one  time  and  disregard  the 
same  set  of  figures  at  another  time.  I 
am  pointing  this  out  to  show  that  only 
last  January  and  February  they  in¬ 
sisted  that  these  liabilities  were  not 
chargeable  against  the  statutory  borrow¬ 
ing  authority. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know  what 
Secretary  Brannan  or  Mr.  Brasfleld  had 
in  mind.  However,  I  presume  one  of  the 
reasons  why  the  obligations  were  not 
considered  obligations  against  borrow¬ 
ing  authority  was  because  they  could 
not  be  noted  day  by  day,  as  was  the  case 
with  borrowings  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  or  other  statutory  obliga¬ 
tions  against  borrowing  authority.  The 
obligations,  aggregating  $567,000,000,  are 
obligations  which  occur  in  the  course  of 
the  CCC’s  operations,  I  may  say,  and  it 
is  almost  impossible  for  the  Department 
to  get  the  figures  for  them  day  by  day. 
I  presume  that  is  the  reason  why  they 
could  not  ,be  considered  in  the  same 
category  as  borrowing  from  banks  and 
the  Ti-easury. 

Let  me  state  to  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  that  according  to  the 
statement  which  I  placed  in  the  Record, 
the  amount  of  the  other  obligations  as 
of  April  30,  1950,  aggregated  a  little  over 
three-quarters  of  a  billion  dollars.  The 
Senator  knows  that  in  many  instances 
some  farmers  in  the  Midwest  do  not 


want  to  borrow.  They  would  rather  ob¬ 
tain  price  support  which  gives  them  the 
right  to  sell  to  CCC  under  pm’chase 
agreements.  They  may  not  have  accept¬ 
able  facilities  to  store  wheat,  although 
they  have  it  on  hand,  or  they  do  not 
want  to  pay  interest  on  a  loan  even 
though  they  may  want  price  support. 
Therefore  they  sign  purchase  agree¬ 
ments  which  give  them  the  option  to 
sell  to  CCC.  Much  of  the  three-quarter 
billion  dollars  is  in  that  category  and 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  contingent  rather 
than  a  fixed  liability  of  CCC. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  point  out 
that  using  the  same  method  of  figuring 
now  which  was  used  in  January,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  total  obligations 
against  the  borrowing  authority  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  are  just 
about  the  same  as  they  were  on  Novem¬ 
ber  30,  because  Mr.  Brasfield  said  that 
the  total  obligations  as  of  January  30 
were  $3,500,000,000.  In  other  words,  the 
other  items  make  up  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  inventories  and  loans. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  real¬ 
izes,  does  he  not,  that  the  only  reason 
this  $2,000,000,000  is  needed  is  to  take 
care  of  the  1950  and  subsequent  crops. 
We  are  not  concerned  now  with  the  past. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  late  in 
making  his  announcement  of  1950  crop 
programs.  Certainly,  the  Senator  would 
not  want  the  Department  to  make  an 
announcement  that  it  was  going  to  do 
thus  and  so  unless  it  had  money  on  hand 
to  fulfill  the  obligations? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  cannot  quite  agree  with 
that  basis,  because  the  Secretary  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  announce  the  supports  whether 
or  not  he  has  cash  on  hand  to  pay  them, 
as  other  Government  agencies  are  re¬ 
quired  to  do. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know  of 
any  instance  where  he  has  done  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  can  understand  his  re¬ 
luctance  to  do  so;  nevertheless,  it  is  in 
the  law. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  can  he  carry 
them  out?  Suppose  he  did  not  have 
$2,000,000,000,  and  Congress  refused  to 
appropriate  it? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  he  announced  sup¬ 
ports  and  Congress  did  not  provide  the 
money  for  them.  Congress  would  have  to 
accept  the  blame  for  the  payments  not 
being  made. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
suggest  that  that  would  help  the 
farmers? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  would  not  help 
them  one  bit.  However,  that  is  one  of 
the  risks  involved  in  having  farmers  de¬ 
pend  on  Congress  for  their  money. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  have  on  the 
statute  books  today — and  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  voted  for  its  en¬ 
actment — a  law  providing  for  a  support 
price  on  the  basic  crops  at  90  percent  of 
parity  for  1950  and  80  percent  of  parity 
for  1951.  The  wheat  farmers  have 
planted  wheat  on  the  assumption  that 
this  law  would  be  effective.  Cotton 
farmers  have  planted  cotton  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  this  law  would  be  effective. 
They  have  done  it  on  the  assumption- 
that  the  money  would  be  provided  to 
carry  out  those  programs. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Secretary  has  fixed 
acreage  allotments  on  the  assumption 
that  the  money  would  be  provided,  but 
he  has  failed  to  announce  a  support 
price  on  the  assumption  that  possibly 
the  money  may  not  be  provided. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  why  we  wish 
to  provide  it  now. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  should  provide  the 
money  to  carry  out  all  the  agreements 
and  provisions  in  the  law. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly.  I  am 
glad  that  the  Senator  takes  that  posi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
that  I  think  one  reason  why  some  of  us 
might  be  somewhat  critical  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  is  that  he  has  not 
told  us  what  the  status  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  fund  is  at 
the  present  time. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  May  I  inquire  of 
the  Senator  whether  he  has  inquired 
recently? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  could  perhaps  speak  in 
support  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  and  also  in  support  of 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]. 
I  personally  have  not  sought  the  infor¬ 
mation.  I  have  gone  on  my  own  per¬ 
sonal  reaction  and  experience.  I  have 
been  through  the  Midwest.  I  went 
through  there  last  week.  One  cannot 
drive  through  the  countryside  without 
seeing  what  is  taking  place.  When  one 
sees  empty  corn  cribs  and  a  pile  of  corn 
cobs,  he  knows  that  the  farmers  have 
shelled  their  corn.  When  the  cash  price 
is  around  $1.30  on  the  farm,  it  follows 
that  farmers  are  going  to  empty  their 
cribs  and  sell  the  corn  for  cash,  because 
feeders  are  looking  for  corn  throughout 
the  entire  Midwest.  Therefore  I  would 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  that 
the  criticism  that  may  be  leveled  against 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  that 
when  they  were  asked  what  the  status 
of  the  fund  is  as  of  today  they  did  not 
say  frankly  and  honestly  that  they  could 
not  give  out  an  exact  figure. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  they 
told  me. 

MV.  THYE.  I  believe  the  trend  is  that 
loans  are  being  paid  up.  Information 
which  has  come  to  us  from  the  PMA 
offices  shows  that  loans  are  being  paid 
up  and  that  the  farmers  are  disposing  of 
the  loans  themselves. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  the  infor¬ 
mation  I  received.  I  asked  for  it  last 
Friday.  I  requested  it  because  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  had 
asked  me  about  it  when  we  were  sup¬ 
posed  to  take  up  the  measure  last  week. 

I  immediately  took  steps  to  obtain  the 
latest  figures.  Accurate  figures  beyond 
April  30  could  not  be  obtained. 

Mr.  THYE.  No ;  accurate  figures  could 
not  be  obtained. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  could  give  the 
statutory  borrowings,  but  of  what  value 
would  that  be  if  the  other  information 
could  not  be  obtained? 

■  Mr.  THYE.  Except  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  could  have  come  out 
frankly  and  said;  “The  trend  is  now  for 


the  farmer  to  pay  up  his  loans,  and  we 
have  a  greater  balance  than  we  had 
anticipated  6  weeks  or  2  months  ago,  and 
that  balance  is  much  stronger  and 
greater  than  it  was  when  this  particu¬ 
lar  request  came  for  the  increased  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.”  I  would  say  that  if 
he  had  called  the  PMA  office  in  Minne¬ 
sota,  or  in  Illinois,  or  in  Iowa,  they  could 
have  told  him  within  a  matter  of  a  few 
thousand  dollars  what  they  expected  the 
balances  and  the  obligations  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  in  the  re¬ 
spective  communities  to  be.  It  is  pri¬ 
marily  the  48  States  with  which  the  De¬ 
partment  is  concerned,  not  the  three- 
thousand-and-some-odd  units  of  coun¬ 
ties;  and  the  Department  could  call  up 
the  PMA  chairman  in  any  one  of  the 
States  and  get  the  figures  within  a  few 
thousand  dollars. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  certain  that  all 
they  could  do  would  be  to  give  an  esti¬ 
mate.  When  it  comes  to  actual  figures, 
they  are  not  able  to  give  them. 

When  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  House  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  on  March  1  of  this 
year,  he  estimated  that  the  amount 
would  be  at  least  $5,300,000,000,  and  in 
giving  that  figure  the  Secretary  pointed 
out  that  it  was  estimated  that  the  Cor¬ 
poration  would  receive  more  than 
a  billion  and  a  quarter  dollars  in  price  . 
support  loan  repayments,  and  more  than 
a  billion  dollars  from  the  sale  of  price- 
support  commodities.  That  has  come  to 
pass.  In  other  words,  if  one  will  consult 
the  record  of  the  hearings,  he  will  see 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
predicated  its  present  request  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  $2,250,000,000  would  be 
returned  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  treasury  by  the  sale  of  com¬ 
modities  and  by  reduction  of  loans. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  the  Senator  will  yield 
further,  I  would  say  that  what  we  are 
making  possible  is  a  revolving  fund  for 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  use  in 
guaranteeing  the  local  banks  when  they 
make  loans.  In  other  words,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  underwrites  the  loans 
the  local  banks  make. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  is  the  local  bank  that 
lends  the  money  to  the  producer. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  is  a  revolving  fund, 
and  if  $2,000,000,000  is  needed,  it  will  be 
used.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
cannot  use  one  penny  beyond  what  the 
law  authorizes  him  to  lend  on  a  com¬ 
modity.  When  a  farmer  makes  an  ap¬ 
plication  and  a  loan  is  granted,  and  the 
produce  or  commodity  goes  into  storage, 
or  under  a  warehouse  receipt,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  commits  the  money.  I  personally 
am  not  opposed  to  this  increased  au¬ 
thority  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  because  if  it  needs  the  money, 
it  must  have  it;  if  it  does  not  need  it,  it 
will  not  use  it.  The  Secretary  cannot 
either  squander  or  expend  this  money  ex¬ 
cept  in  the  manner  Congress  enacts  as  a 
legal  authorization. 

Mr.  ELLENDER,  In  other  words,  I 
would  rather  that  the  CCC  have  it  and 


not  need  it,  than  to  need  it  and  not 
have  it. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  the  money  is  needed 
and  the  Corporation  does  not  have  it, 
the  producer  will  suffer. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  THYE.  And  if  the  Corporation 
has  it  and  does  not  need  it,  the  Treasury 
is  not  out. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  As  I  have  pointed  out,  it  would  re¬ 
quire  much  more  money  to  bolster  de¬ 
moralized  markets  than  to  keep  the  mar¬ 
ket  steady.  The  effect  of  this  bill  will 
be  to  maintain  a  firm  market.  I  repeat, 
this  is  like  money  advanced  as  a  reserve 
for  a  bank  to  lend  to  those  who  do  busi¬ 
ness  with  it.  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  cannot'  lend  a  penny  of  the 
money  nor  can  it  dispose  of  a  penny  of 
it,  except  under  laws  passed  by  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  believe,  however,  that  if 
the  Secretary  had  been  as  frank  in  his 
explanation  to  those  who  sought  infor¬ 
mation  as  to  the  present  situation,  as  he 
tried  to  point  out  when  he  pointed  a 
black  and  gloomy  picture  a  year  or  6 
months  ago.  Congress  might  be  better  in¬ 
formed.  Six  months  ago,  and  even  a 
year  ago,  the  Secretary  was  predicting 
with  every  utterance  that  no  doubt  he 
would  have  to  support  pork  prices,  and 
he  would  not  announce  a  support  of  pork 
at  the  expiration  of  his  last  announce¬ 
ment,  which  was  March  30,  because  he 
did  not  have  money.  When  the  support 
went  off  pork  as  of  April  1,  pork  com¬ 
menced  to  rise,  and  fortunately  it  went 
to  a  level  of  $4  a  hundred  higher  than 
the  support  price  at  the  time  of  the  last 
announcement. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Probably  because  of 
the  mistake  he  made  in  the  past  the  Sec¬ 
retary  does  not  want  to  take  a  chance  in 
predicting  for  the  future. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  will  admit  he 
made  a  mistake  as  to  pork. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  understand  what 
the  Senator  has  in  mind.  The  Secretary 
was  frank  in  his  statement.  He  did  not 
try  to  hide  the  facts.  But  he  made  a 
mistake.  I  do  not  know  what  is  in  his 
mind,  but  it  may  be  that  because  of  the 
mistake  he  made  in  the  past  he  does  not 
want  to  paint  too  gloomy  a  picture  for 
the  future.  As  I  said  a  moment  ago,  it 
would  take  only  a  small  downward  swing 
in  the  price  of  cotton,  wheat,  and  other 
basics  to  make  necessary  the  utilization 
of  most  of  the  money  we  are  now  au¬ 
thorizing.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  recog¬ 
nizes  that  to  be  true. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  is  entirely 
correct.  That  is  why  I  announced  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  I  would 
support  this  proposal  for  an  Increase  of 
$2,000,000,000,  because  if  it  is  not  used, 
not  one  penny  will  be  drawn  from  the 
Treasury. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  THYE.  *  If  it  is  needed  and  is  not 
available,  it  will  be  like  having  a  room 
without  a  roof  over  it;  when  it  rains,  it 
is  just  too  bad. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  .  The  Senator  heard 
me  give  the  figures  of  the  anticipated 
carry-over  of  wheat  and  corn.  The  ex- 
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pected  carry-over  of  corn  is  9,000,000,000 
bushels  on  October  1,  and  of  wheat  430,- 
000,000  bushel&on  July  1.  Tliat  is  some¬ 
thing  to  contemplate. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield  further,  I  would  say  that 
the  carry-over  of  wheat  may  be  a  bless¬ 
ing  before  the  season  is  over.  Much  of 
the  Northwest  is  still  under  water,  and 
conditions  are  unfavorable  and  have  been 
unfavorable  for  the  planting  of  wheat. 
The  Southwest  crop  is  falling  away  short 
of  what  the  anticipation  was  last  fall 
when  the  acreage  reduction  program  was 
instigated.  That  illustrates  why  we  have 
a  farm  program.  Farmers  do  not  know 
what  their  harvest  is  going  to  be  at  the 
planting  season,  and  if  they  were  to  cur¬ 
tail  their  production  to  the  minimum  of 
their  needs,  there  might  be  a  famine  any 
year,  or  when  there  is  a  surplus,  if  there 
is  not  a  farm  program,  the  farmer  stands 
to  lose,  because  the  price  is  going  so  low 
that  his  costs,  to  say  nothing  of  his  in¬ 
vestments,  are  not  returned  to  him.  For 
that  reason  we  have  a  farm  program,  and 
for  that  reason  we  need  sufficient  sums 
of  money  to  carry  on  the  program  in  its 
entirety  if  the  needs  appear.  If  the 
needs  do  not  appear,  the  money  will  not 
be  used. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  Senator  will  per¬ 
mit  me  to  make  it  clear,  I  did  not  ask 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  this 
morning  for  dollars  and  cents  figures  as 
to  the  trend  of  liquidations  and  loans.  I 
did  inquire  of  high  officials  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  as  to  what 
the  trend  of  loans  and  liquidations  was 
during  the  month  of  May,  and  was  told 
that  there  was  not  enough  information 
available  on  which  to  hazard  a  guess. 
That  statement  was  absolutely  ridiculous, 
because  if  those  men  could  not  hazard  a 
guess  as  to  the  trend  in  May,  they  have 
no  business  being  in  the  employ  of  the 
Government.  Of  course,  they  knew,  and 
yet  they  thought  that  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  should  not 
know  what  the  trend  was  during  the 
month  of  May.  I  will  have  to  admit  that 
their  attitude  raised  the  question  in  my 
mind  that  perhaps  they  do  not  need  this 
$2,000,000  000,  and  were  afraid  that  if 
they  told  the  truth  they  would  not  get  it. 
Perhaps  by  tomorrow,  or  whenever  this 
bill  is  voted  upon,  they  may  reconsider 
and  tell  us  what  the  trend  is.  I  certainly 
have  had  no  inclination  to  block  any  ap¬ 
propriation  or  any  authorization  which 
might  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  law,  but  when  they  say  they 
do  not  have  any  information  on  which  to 
hazard  a  guess  as  to  how  the  trend  of 
loans  and  liquidations  and  repayments 
has  been  during  May,  they  are  just  telling 
me  something  I  do  not  believe. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  say  that  I 
have  no  difficulty  in  getting  all  the  in¬ 
formation  I  desire. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  ask  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  what  the  trend  of  loans  and 
liquidations  and  repayments  has  been 


during  the  month  of  May,  and  see  what 
he  gets? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sure  the  an¬ 
swer  would  be  that  there  has  not  been 
a  significant  increase  in  statutory  bor¬ 
rowing  power.  It  is  all  in  accord  with 
the  views  expressed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  on  March  1  before  the  House 
committee.  He  said  the  actual  amount 
that  would  be  used  would  be  $5,300,000,- 
000.  He  said  that  loans  would  be  re¬ 
paid  in  the  amount  of  $2,250,000,000. 
What  is  happening  now  was  anticipated 
by  the  Secretary  last  March.  I  am  told 
that  the  repayments  and  sales  are  ap¬ 
proximately  what  they  had  been  figured 
to  be  last  month. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  v/ill  agree  with  me,  will  he 
not,  that  much  has  happerled  in  the  field 
of  agriculture  since  the  bill  was  presented 
in  January? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  will  state  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  Senator’s  question - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Let  me  finish  my 
question. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
plete  my  answer. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Very  well. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  bill  was  intro¬ 
duced  in  January,  but  it  remained  before 
our  committee  until  almost  April.  So 
we  have  had  the  most  recent  hearings 
that  could  be  obtained.  At  the  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  I  ob¬ 
tained  the  last  available  figures,  which  I 
have  placed  in  the  Record.  Those  fig¬ 
ures  are  as  of  A.pril  30,  1950. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Will  the  Senator 
now  yield  to  me  so  I  may  ask  my  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  I  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  What  I  wanted  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  was 
this :  Does  not  the  Senator  agree  with  me 
that  a  great  deal  has  happened  in  the 
field  of  agriculture  since  the  bill  was 
presented  in  January?  Since  January 
the  Department  has  reduced  its  estimate 
of  wheat  200,000,000  bushels  downward, 
which  will  eliminate  the  necessity,  not 
only  of  the  Corporation  taking  into  ac¬ 
count  those  200,000,000  bushels,  but  it 
has  raised  the  price,  so  there  will  be  liqui¬ 
dations  of  loans  instead  of  new  bor¬ 
rowings. 

I  think  it  is  perfectly  proper  for  us  to 
ask  the  Department  of  Agriculture  now 
what  the  trend  was  during  the  month  of 
May.  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  perhaps  some  of  the  out¬ 
standing  obligations  included  in  the 
$750,000,000  cannot  be  reported  in  de¬ 
tail.  But  with  respect  to  the  statutory 
borrowing  authority,  surely  someone  in 
the  Department  knows  what  the  trend 
is.  Otherwise,  how  does  the  Depart¬ 
ment  know  whether  $10,000,000,000  or 
$2,000,000,000  have  been  borrowed? 
Someone  in  the  Department  has  charge 
of  the  borrowing.  He  should  be  able  to 
tell  us  overnight  what  the  situation  is. 
He  should  be  able  to  tell  us  the  obliga¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  purchase  loans.  If 
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he  cannot,  there  is  poor  management  in 
the  Department.  I  think  the  Senator 
will  agree  with  me  on  that  point. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  can  assure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  the  Department  has  given  to 
me  the  latest  available  information, 
which  I  have  placed  in  the  Record,  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
himself  can  obtain  it. 

As  to  the  statutory  borrowings,  it  may 
be  that  the  distinguished  Senator  can  ob¬ 
tain  them  from  day  to  day. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  have  not  been  able 
to  obtain  them. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  it  will  do  him  no 
good  unless  he  can  obtain  figures  cover¬ 
ing  other  obligations,  as  I  previously 
pointed  out,  which  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  must  meet  in  the  event  de¬ 
mand  is  made  upon  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  it  would  do 
some  good  to  have  the  figures  on  statu¬ 
tory  borrowings.  I  have  asked  for  them 
but  have  not  been  able  to  get  them.  Not 
only  that  but  there  seems  to  be  some  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion  as  to  whether  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  himself  feels 
that  these  unobligated  balances  should 
be  included  as  a  part  of  the  statutory 
borrowing  authority.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  agree  with  me  that  they 
ought  to  be  included  under  the  maxi¬ 
mum? 

‘Mr.  ELLENDER.  Anything  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  responsible 
for,  that  is,  a  statutory  borrowing  or  a 
promise  of  purchase  which  is  made,  or 
any  other  obligations  such  as  for  the 
payment  of  rent  on  a  bin  or  for  anything 
in  connection  with  its  operations  should 
be  made  known  to  us,  of  course. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
agree  fully  with  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  on  that.  I  think  the  unobligated 
balances  should  be  included,  but  whether 
they  are  included  or  not  makes  an  im¬ 
portant  difference  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  borrowing  authority  needed 
by  the  Corporation.  For  the  sake  of 
making  sure  that  we  know  what  we  are 
doing,  would  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  go  along  with  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  which  would  spell  out  that  all 
loans  or  obligations  of  any  kind  or  de¬ 
scription  must  be  counted  in  as  a  part  of 
the  borrowing  authority? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  have  done  that 
already.  I  do  not  see  any  necessity  of 
placing  such  an  amendment  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Why  not?  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  in  his  testimony, 
according  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken],  took  the  position  that  they 
were  not  a  part  of  it.  Now  today,  when 
he  is  trying  to  obtain  more  money,  when 
including  them  would  result  in  giving 
him  six  or  seven  hundred  million  dollars 
more,  he  says  they  are  a  part  of  it.  I 
think  they  should  be  a  part  of  it.  But 
let  us  clear  up  that  situation,  so  the  Sec¬ 
retary  cannot  say  they  are  included  or 
excluded  as  he  sees  fit.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  go  along  with  me  on  such 
an  amendment  as  I  suggested?  He  has 
already  agreed  that  the  language  should' 
be  as  I  have  indicated. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  going  along 
with  the  proposition  that  both  ought  to 
be  included  in  appraising  the  need  for 
increased  borrowing  power.  It  has  been 
the  practice  in  the  past  to  do  so.  I  will 
point  out  again  that  many  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration’s  obligations  are  contingent 
rather  than  fixed.  There  is  no  way  of 
telling  whether  a  farmer  in  Ohio  who 
has  signed  a  purchase  agreement  for  so 
many  bushels  of  wheat  will  avail  him¬ 
self  of  the  right  to  sell  the  wheat  to  CCC. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  agree  fully  with 
the  Senator  on  that  point;  but  will  the 
Senator  go  along  with  an  amendment 
spelling  it  out  so  that  we  would  not  have 
such  a  situation  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agi'iculture  could  change  his  mind  again, 
as  he  apparently  did  in  February? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  see  any 
necessity  for  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Such  an  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  offered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  the  Senator’s 
privilege  to  offer  it. 

Mr.  President,  before  I  was  inter¬ 
rupted  last — and  I  do  not  mind  inter¬ 
ruptions — I  had  incorporated  in  the 
Record  a  part  of  the  report  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  selected  by  the  chairman  to 
investigate  the  proposal  of  utilization  of 
private  trade  facilities,  and  as  I  recall, 
I  had  asked  unanimous  consent  to  have 
placed  in  the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  re¬ 
marks  all  of  page  5  of  the  report  and  the 
top  of  page  6. 

The  next  proposal  considered  by  the 
committee  was  the  so-called  Magnuson 
amendment.  The  committee  gave  seri¬ 
ous  consideration  to  that  amendment. 

The  subcommittee,  of  which  I  was 
chairman,  instructed  me  to  consult  the 
chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee,  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  a  representative  of  the  State 
Department  to  determine  whether  or  not 
it  was  possible  for  us  to  agree  on  some 
language  that  would  be  acceptable  to 
all  parties  concerned.  After  we  received 
the  report  from  the  individuals  I  have 
just  named,  the  subcommittee  submitted 
to  the  full  committee  a  suggested 
amendment  without  recommendation. 
This  suggested  amendment  appears  at 
the  bottom  of  page  6  of  the  report.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  sug¬ 
gested  amendment  be  incorporated  in 
the  Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sug¬ 
gested  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  6,  strike  out  lines  19  through  22 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section 
shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any 
treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to 
which  the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  be¬ 
comes  a  party;  but  no  International  agree¬ 
ment  or  amendment  to  an  existing  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  shall  hereafter  be  entered 
into  which  does  not  permit  the  enforcement 
of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  articles 
and  countries  to  which  such  agreement  or 
amendment  is  applicable  to  the  full  extent 
that  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  as  heretofore  entered  into  by  the 
United  States,  permits  such  enforcerhent 
with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to 
which  such  general  agreement  is  applicable. 
Prescription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty  for  any 
article  than  that  prescribed  by  the  general 
agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade  shall  not,  if 


subject  to  the  escape  provisions  of  such  gen¬ 
eral  agreement,  be  deemed  a  violation  of  this 
subsection.” 

After  a  full  discussion,  the  committee 
did  not  go  along  with  the  suggested 
amendment  because  it  was  felt  that  it 
would  leave  the  whole  of  section  22, 
which  we  sought  to  revise,  in  about  the 
same  category  as  it  now  is. 

The  purpose  of  the  so-called  Magnu¬ 
son  amendment  was  to  make  section  22 
effective.  The  only  way  by  which  sec¬ 
tion  22  could  be  made  effective  would 
be  to  revise  subparagraph  (f)  of  that 
section.  The  Magnuson  amendment 
changes  this  subparagraph  to  read  as 
follows : 

No  international  agreement  hereafter  shall 
be  entered  into  by  the  United  States,  or  re¬ 
newed,  extended,  or  allowed  to  extend  beyond 
its  permissible  termination  date  in  contra¬ 
vention  of  this  section. 

In  other  words,  before  any  trade  agree¬ 
ments  could  be  entered  into  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  those  in  authority  would  have 
to  take  cognizance  of  section  22  and  give 
it  the  force,  and  effect  the  Congress 
intended  it  to  have. 

The  law  as  it  now  stands  provides  in 
section  (f)  as  follows: 

No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall 
be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any  treaty 
or  other  International  agreement  to  which 
the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a 
party. 

The  effect  of  the  Magnuson  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  to  strike  out  the  language 
I  have  just  read  and  insert  the  language 
I  previously  read. 

Another  change  proposed  in  the  pres- 
'  ent  section  22  would  be  as  follows :  Under 
the  law  as  it  now  stands,  the  survey  must 
be  made  by  the  Tariff  Commission, 
whereas  under  the  proposed  amendment 
the  survey  must  be  made  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Except  for  the  two  differences  I  have 
just  mentioned,  section  22  would  be 
about  the  same  as  is  now  provided  in 
the  law. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  nothing  further 
that  I  desire  to  add. 

Again  I  urge  the  Senate  to  act  favor¬ 
ably  upon  this  measure. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  proposal  regarding  sec¬ 
tion  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act. of  1933,  which  the  Senator  has  just 
been  discussing,  is  now  reported  to  the 
Senate  as  a  whole  without  any  action  on 
the  part  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Oh,  no.  All  the 
members  who  were  present  at  the  com¬ 
mittee  meeting  voted  unanimously  to 
have  the  committee  report  favorably  on 
the  proposed  amendment. 

Perhaps  I  did  not  make  myself  clear. 
What  I  had  in  mind  was  that  when  the 
subcommittee,  of  which  I  was  chairman, 
considered  the  so-called  Magnuson 
amendment  we  called  in  representatives 
of  the  State  Department,  representatives 
of  the  Finance  Committee,  and  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  we  asked  them  to  consult  and 
to  find  out  whether  they  could  agree 


upon  a  compromise  which  would  be  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  all  parties  affected.  They  did 
so,  and  that  suggested  amendment  ap¬ 
pears  at  the  bottom  of  page  6  of  the 
report. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  was  that  amend¬ 
ment  or  that  suggestion  which  the  sub¬ 
committee  submitted  to  the  full  commit¬ 
tee  without  recommendation. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  But  that  is  not  the 
amendment  which  was  reported  by  the 
full  committee;  it  is? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Oh,  no.  So  far  as 
the  amendment  which  appears  in  the 
printed  copy  of  the  bill  is  concerned,  the 
committee  itself  as  a  whole  considered 
it,  and  there  was  not  a  dissenting  vote 
among  the  members  of  the  committee 
then  present. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  How  does  the  amend¬ 
ment  reported  by  the  committee  differ 
from  the  amendment  which  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  full  committee  by  the  sub¬ 
committee? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  amendment 
submitted  by  the  subcommittee  to  the 
full  committee  would  simply  write  into 
law  the  conditions  of  the  general  agree¬ 
ment  on  trade  tariffs  under  which  sec¬ 
tion  22  would  be  invoked. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  other  words,  the 
amendment  reported  by  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  to  the  full  committee  was  in  keeping 
with  what  the  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  wanted  and  with  what  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  wanted.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  it  was  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  what  the  Secretary  of  State 
wanted,  principally. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  should  like,  if  I  may, 
to  make  an  observation  for  the  Record, 
in  the  Senator’s  time.  As  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  I  found  it  impossible  to  be  present 
at  the  committee  meeting  on  the  day 
when  the  amendment  was  voted  upon. 

■  As  I  read  the  amendment,  it  is  directly 
in  the  teeth  of  the  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ments  program;  and  I  am  satisfied  that 
the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  chairman 
of  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee — although  I  cannot  speak  for  them — 
once  they  read  the  amendment,  will  be 
opposed  to  it,  because  it  is  entirely  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  amendment  submitted  by 
the  subcommittee  to  the  full  committee, 
and  upon  which  the  full  committee  more 
or  less  agreed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  An  amendment  sim¬ 
ilar  to  the  Magnuson  amendment  was 
adopted  by  the  Senate,  as  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  recall,  a  few  months 
ago.  It  was  identical. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  To  what  bill  was  that 
amendment  proposed? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  To  the  Anderson  bill, 
which  we  considered  last  fall. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  to  the  Ander¬ 
son  bill. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yes;  but  that  amend¬ 
ment  was  thrown  out  in  conference. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  it  was  deleted 
in  conference.  However,  that  amend¬ 
ment  was  similar  to  this  one. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  was  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  make  section  22  effective. 
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Mr.  LUCAS.  That  Is  correct.  At  that 
particular  time  I  voiced  my  opinion  ad¬ 
versely  to  the  amendment,  and  of  course 
today  I  take  the  same  position  that  I  took 
then.  Although  I  assume  that  probably 
the  amendment  would  be  adopted  by  the 
Senate,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  adopted  a  similar  amendment  once 
before,  nevertheless  I  cannot  say  that  as 
a  member  of  the  conference  committee  I 
would  work  very  strenuously  to  have  the 
amendment  retained. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion:  otherwise,  I  would  have  to  yield  the 
floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  wish  to  ask  several 
questions  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  However,  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
wishes  to  make  a  speech. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  defer 
until  the  Senator  from  Delaware  asks  the 
questions  he  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  wish  to  propound 
a  question  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
Several  weeks  ago  I  appeared  before  the 
committee  and  requested  that  the  audited 
reports  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  be  submitted  prior  to  the  time 
when  the  Senate  would  be  asked  to  vote 
on  this  measure.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that,  thus  far,  the  reports  for  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the 
years  1946,  1947,  1948,  and  1949  have  not 
been  delivered  to  us.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  not  aware 
whether  or  not  they  have  been  filed  by 
GAO,  which  is  the  agency  charged  with 
responsibility  for  making  audit  reports. 
CCC,  however,  issues  a  flnancial  state¬ 
ment  currently  each  month. 

Mr.  President,  inasmuch  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  has  raised  a  question 
concerning  the  GAO  report,  I  should  like 
to  insert  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
letter  addressed  to  the  Honorable  Elmer 
Thomas,  chairman  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and 
signed  by  Lindsay  Warren,  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States,  and 
Charles  P.  Brannan,  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  with  respect  to  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  about  which  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  has  questioned.  I 
think  their  letter  demonstrates  that 
both  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Comptroller  General  have  done  all 
that  it  is  humanly  possible  to  do  in  order 
to  shed  light  on  the  question  at  issue. 

As  will  appear  in  the  letter,  both  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Comptroller  General  take  the  position 
that  nothing  will  be  gained  by  making 
an  extensive  audit  to  reconcile  the  ac¬ 
counts  of  the  different  Government 
agencies  involved. 

In  this  entire  transaction,  dating 
back  to  1941,  over  $8,000,000,000  worth 
of  commodities  were  handled.  The  re¬ 
ports  which  are  attached  to  or  sub¬ 
mitted  with  the  letter  show  what  the. 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  thinks  should 
be  done  and  what  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  thinks  should  be  done. 


Mr.  President,  rather  than  take  the 
time  of  the  Senate  to  read  these  two  re¬ 
ports,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
they  may  be  incorporated  at  this  point 
in  the  Record,  in  connection  with  my 
remarks. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  wish  to  ask 
some  further  questions  before  its  in¬ 
sertion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  been  trying 
to  be  of  assistance  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  in  this  connection. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  have  a  copy  of  the  letter 
in  his  possession? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes;  I  just  received 
a  copy  of  it. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  these  questions  because  this  subject 
has  been  debated  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  for  over  a  year,  from  time  to  time; 
and  I  think  it  is  time  we  settled  it. 

A  year  ago  the  Comptroller  General 
said  there  was  $366,000,000  for  which  at 
that  time  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  was  unable  to  account  as  of  the 
close  of  the  books  of  the  Corporation  for 
the  fiscal  year  1945. 

What  years  are  included  in  this  re¬ 
port  today?  Does  it  include  the  years  up 
to  1949,  or  does  it  include  only  the  years 
1946  and  1947? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand  the 
GAO  report,  it  covers  the  period  up  to 
June  30,  1947. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  other  words,  the 
reports  for  1948  and  1949  still  are  not 
before  the  Senate.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  does  not 
seem  to  be  much  question  about  that. 
The  figures  show  there  were  accounting 
reconciliations  not  made  during  1941  and 
that  there  has  not  been  a  full  recon¬ 
ciliation  since  that  time,  as  the  Senator 
knows. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  There  may  be  no 
question  about  1948  and  1949.  But,  on 
the  other  hand,  I  do  not  know  that  there 
might  not  be  a  question.  There  is  no 
information  and  the  reports  are  long 
past  due. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  can 
obtain  the  information.  I  do  not  think 
anyone  is  trying  to  hide  anything. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  went  before  the  subcommittee 
of  which  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  was 
chairman,  4  months  ago.  I  went  before 
the  Senate  a  year  and  a  half  ago,  and 
requested  that  those  books  be  delivered 
to  the  Senate.  They  have  never  been 
delivered  yet.  So  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  not  been  able  to  obtain  the  in¬ 
formation.  And  this  report,  if  I  under¬ 
stand  correctly,  shows  they  have  not 
found  all  of  the  $366,000,000,  during  the 
past  12  months.  They  still  lack  $96,- 
000,000.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  That  is  what 
this  report  shows,  and  the  Senator  is  well 
acquainted  with  it,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  glanced  over  it 
hurriedly. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  reveals  the  same 
Information  as  was  brought  out  in  the 
hearings.  The  Senator  was  present,  I 
believe,  when  we  had  the  hearing. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  I  was  not  pres¬ 
ent  at  the  hearing. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  was 
present  a  part  of  the  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  mean,  at  the  time  the 
Comptroller  General  testified? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  and  there- 

t)01* 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No.  I  made  the  re¬ 
quest,  -and  said  I  should  like  to  be  pres¬ 
ent  when  the  Comptroller  General  tes¬ 
tified,  but  I  was  not  notified  when  he 
came,  so  I  was  not  there.  I  did  go  the 
next  day,  and  I  told  the  Senator  and  his 
committee  that  I  took  exception  to  the 
whitewash  which  apparently  had  been 
applied,  because  the  impression  was 
given  out  that  all  these  so-called  unveri¬ 
fied  accounts  and  irregularities  had  been 
explained,  and  I  knew  that  they  had  not 
been  found.  But  now  I  find  in  this  letter 
information  to  the  effect  that  they  found 
all  but  $96,000,000.  That  is  still  a  sizable 
amount  of  money,  and  is  far  from  being 
fully  accounted  for  as  was  claimed  last 
March. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  will 
find  the  explanation  in  the  letter  I  have 
offered  for  the  Record  as  to  why  further 
inquiry  is  unnecessary.  Nothing  would 
be  gained,  I  may  say,  by  spending  more 
time  and  money  in  an  effort  to  complete 
an  accounting  reconciliation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  a  moment.  Let 
me  point  out  to  the  Senator  with  respect 
to  this  so-called  shortage  he  mentioned 
of  $366,000,000 - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  I  said  $366,- 
000,000  “unaccounted  for.”  I  want  to 
say  that  the  Comptroller  General - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  demand 
the  regular  order  in  this  debate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
cannot  find  out  what  is  in  the  report,  I 
have  no  alternative  than  to  object  to  its 
insertion  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  This  is  what  the 
Comptroller  General  said  in  the  state¬ 
ment  to  which  I  have  just  referred: 

The  Import  of  the  foregoing  quotation — 

That  is  just  above  this — 
made  with  respect  to  the  June  30,  1945,  ac¬ 
counts  receivable  balances,  is  not  that  the 
books  were  out  of  balance,  or  that  there  was 
a  shortage  of  funds,  or  a  discrepancy  in  the 
accounts  in  the  amount  of  $366,643,129.  The 
phrase  “could  not  be  supported  or  verified” 
is  a  technical  audit  term  indicating  in  a  con¬ 
cise  manner  that  an  effective  audit  could  not 
be  made  of  the  book  balance  of  the  account 
as  of  June  30,  1945,  so  as  to  prove  that  the 
balance  was  substantially  correct  as  stated. 
The  purpose  of  the  entire  paragraph  was  to 
Indicate  factors  which  made  an  audit  im¬ 
possible. 

The  Comptroller  General  in  this  state¬ 
ment  goes  on  to  say  why  it  is  impractical 
and  why  nothing  will  be  gained  by  spend¬ 
ing  more  time,  more  money,  and  more 
effort  on  this  report. 

Mr.  President,  am  I  to  understand  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
still  objects  to  my  placing  this  in  the 
Record? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  I  had  no  intention  of  objecting.  I 
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was  merely  reserving  the  right  to  object 
until  I  could  ask  a  question  or  two.  Eut, 
if  the  Senator  from  Illinois  calls  for  the 
regular  order,  we  will  read  it  into  the 
Record.  I  should  like  to  ask  one  or  two 
other  questions. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Eli- 
nois  demanded  the  regular  order  merely 
that  we  might  have  some  semblance  of 
order  in  the  Senate.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  were  asking  questions  of  each  other, 
without  going  through  the  regular  par¬ 
liamentary  procedure. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  so  understood. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
merely  reserving  the  right  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  desire  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  any  further 
questions? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes,  I  should  like  to 
ask  other  questions. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
answer  them,  if  I  can. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  trying  to  give  the  impression, 
as  he  puts  in  this  report,  that  he  under¬ 
stands  that  everything  is  O.  K.,  and 
that  there  is  no  money  possibly  which 
was  not  accounted  for? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  not  trying  to 
give  any  “impression” ;  I  am  simply  try¬ 
ing  to  give  the  facts  as  found  both  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  by 
the  Comptroller  General  with  respect  to 
these  matters. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  read  a 
part  of  the  statement  of  the  Comptroller 
General,  but  if  he  v;ill  read  all  of  his 
statement,  he  will  find  that  the  Comp- 
'troller  General  plainly  stated  that,  while 
he  did  not  say  there  was  any  money  short 
in  the  Corporation — which  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  also  said — at  the 
same  time,  he  said  he  would  not  say 
there  was  not  a  shortage,  nor  would  he 
say  there  was  not  fraud,  because  he  could 
not  determine  whether  there  was  fraud 
or  a  shortage,  because  he  said,  “the  rec¬ 
ords  are  gone,  we  have  no  books,  and  we 
don’t  know  what  happened  to  the  $96,- 
000,000.”  Is  not  that  the  substance  of 
the  report? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  let  Senators 
judge  by  putting  the  entire  report  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield,  that  I  may  read  into 
the  Record  what  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  said,  in  full?  I  think  it  i&  very  im¬ 
portant  that  we  get  this  in  the  Record 
at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  on 
March  25,  1949, 1  first  advised  the  Senate 
that  over  $350,000,000  of  funds  handled 
by  the  CCC  could  not  be  supported  nor 
verified.  Five  days  later  this  statement 
was  confirmed  by  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral.  On  May  26,  1949,  60  days  after  I 
first  made  my  statement,  and  60  days 
after  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Lucas]  said  that  if  there  was  any  truth 


in  the  statement  that  this  Corporation 
had  a  large  amount  of  money  unac¬ 
counted  for,  he  would  be  the  first  to  go 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  see  that 
they  rendered  an  accounting.  We  find 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  wrote  the 
Comptroller  General,  asking  certain 
questions.  I  want  to  read  the  questions. 
I  want  to  read  both  the  answers  and 
the  questions  exactly  as  the  Comptroller 
General  replied  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  on  this  subject.  The  first 
question  asked  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  was — and  I  am  quoting  from  the 
letter  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
to  the  Comptroller  General: 

On  page  6941  of  the  Congressional  Record 
for  Wednesday,  May  25,  1949,  Senator  Wil¬ 
liams,  of  Delaware,  makes  the  following 
statement:  “Every  statement  I  made  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  on  that  day  was  supported 
by  the  General  Accounting  Ofilce.”  The 
day  referred 'to  Is  March  25.  I  assume  you 
have"  examined  that  Record  In  which  Mr. 
Williams  charges  that  a  milion  dollars’ 
worth  of  barley  was  shipped  to  Russia  and 
omitted  entirely  from  the  sales,  that  one 
duplication  of  $2,000,000  of  loans  could  not 
be  reconciled  with  the  records  of  the  Corpo¬ 
ration,  and  that  over  $350,000,000  of  receiv¬ 
ables  could  not  be  supported  or  verified  be¬ 
cause  of  faulty  accounting  policies  and 
poorly  devised  procedures.  Was  Senator 
Williams  correct  in  stating  that  you  sup¬ 
ported  everything  he  said? 

The  Comptroller  General’s  answer 
was: 

Each  statement,  as  you  have  just  sum¬ 
marized  it,  is  correct. 

He  went  on  to  say  that  he  was  mak¬ 
ing  no  interpretations  as  to  any  con¬ 
clusions  anyone  wanted  to  draw  on  this 
subject. 

The  next  question  which  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  asked  the  Comptroller 
General  was: 

The  Senator’s  statement  on  May  25  on  page 
6941  could  lead  to  the  assumption  that 
fraud  existed  in  the  management  of  the 
Corporation.  Has  your  audit  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  disclosed  any 
fraud?  Incidentally,  I  notice  in  the  audit 
report  that  there  is  no  mention  of  fraud. 

Here  is  the  Comptroller  General’s  an¬ 
swer  to  that  question: 

The  audit  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  not  disclosed  that  fraud  existed, 
neither  has  it  disclosed  that  fraud  did  not 
exist.  That  is,  the  records  for  the  period 
covered  by  our  audit  report  in  many  cases 
are  simply  Insufficient  to  tell  us  or  anyone 
else  whether  fraud  existed  or  not. 

The  third  question: 

You  ask  whether  I  subscribe  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  statement  evidently  made  by  our 
auditor  in  charge  at  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  charter  hearings  a  little  over  a 
year  ago: 

“The  question  of  dishonesty  is  not  raised 
in  any  point  in  our  report.  It  is  a  matter 
of  inefficiency  in  the  accounting  set-up  and 
the  accumulated  errors.  It  is  a  matter  of 
accumulation  of  work  getting  behind  and 
errors  that  have  been  built  up  over  the  years 
rather  than  dishonesty.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  apparently  was  quoting  some 
testimony  given  before  a  congressional 
committee.  Mr.  Warren  replied : 

I  do  subscribe  to  the  statement  as  far  as 
it  goes,  but  I  would  have  to  add  what  I  have 
just  said  above;  that  is,  the  accumulated  er¬ 


rors  and  Incompleteness  leave  it  unproven 
whether  fraud  could  or  could  not  have  oc¬ 
curred.  However,  this  is  in  no  way  to  be 
taken  as  any  indication  that  our  auditors 
reported  or  disclosed  fraud. 

In  other  words,  out  of  the  original 
$366,000,000  unaccounted  for  we  are  now 
told  that  they  have  found  all  but 
$96,000,000. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
will  agree  with  me  on  that.  If  he  does 
not  agree  with  me,  say  so  now,  and  let 
us  get  this  record  straight. 

I  asked  the  question  as  to  what  had 
happened  to  the  $96,000,000.  It  seems 
that  everyone  is  very  much  concerned 
that  we  do  not  use  the  words  “written 
off.”  One  of  the  officials  said,  “When 
you  say  it  is  written  off,  it  is  offensive  to 
the  taxpayers.  He  would  prefer  that  I 
use  the  word  ‘substract’.”  I  do  not  know 
what  the  difference  is.  The  money  is 
gone. 

The  Comptroller  General  goes  on  to 
say  that  it  was  necessary  to  subtract  that 
amount  in  1947  accounts  in  order  to 
make  the  books  balance.  The  claim  has 
been  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
that  a  substantial  part  of  this  ninety-six 
million  might  represent  transfers  with 
Government  agencies.  I  disagree  with 
that  claim.  How  does  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  feel  about  that? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  that  I  believe  the 
two  reports  which  I  am  seeking  to  have 
incorporated  in  the  Record  speak  for 
themselves. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Has  the  Senator 
read  them? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  One  is  from 
the  Comptroller  General  and  one  is  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  This  is 
the  way  the  Comptroller  General  con¬ 
cludes  his  report: 

Since  May  2,  1949,  various  aspects  of  the 
situation  have  been  given  additional  con¬ 
sideration,  the  Corporation’s  reports  on  the 
liquidation  project  have  been  restudied,  and 
discussions  have  been  held  with  departmen¬ 
tal  officials.  From  any  practical  standpoint 
the  General  Accounting  Office  would  not  rec¬ 
ommend  additional  investigation  of  transac¬ 
tions  under  this  wartime  program  from  the 
standpoint  of  possible  financial  benefits  to 
the  Government  because  of: 

1.  The  predominance  of  transactions  with 
other  Government  agencies; 

2.  The  procedures  followed  by  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  its  liquidation  project  as  revealed 
through  study  and  discussions  of  the  Corpo¬ 
ration’s  reports  on  the  project; 

3.  The  efforts  by  the  Corporation  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  interests  of  the  Government; 

4.  The  competence  of  the  individuals  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  project  and  the  fact  that 
they  had  no  connection  with  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  during  the  period  in  which  accounting 
and  record-keeping  control  was  lost; 

5.  The  age  of  many  of  the  transactions 
(dating  back  to  March  1941)  involving  pos¬ 
sible  loss  or  destruction  of  records  of  third 
parties  concerned;  and 

6.  The  substantial  cost  of  the  extensive 
additional  work  that  would  be  required,  with 
no  positive  indication  that  the  result  of  the 
work  would  be  remunerative  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  there? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Further  to  fortify  what 
the  Senator  said,  I  think  it  is  worth  while 
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to  read  into  the  Record  the  general  sum¬ 
mary,  a  part  of  which  the  Senator  failed 
to  read,  which  is  as  follows: 

The  wartime  supply  program  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  known  as  the 
General  Commodities  Purchase  Program - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Will  the  Senator 
state  from  what  he  is  reading? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  reading  from  page 
135  of  the  hearings  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Whose  testimony 
is  it? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  This  is  a  report  of  the 
General  Accounting  OfiBce. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
tinue  reading: 

After  the  activity  started  to  expand  rap¬ 
idly,  sufficient  manpower  and  machines 
were  never  available  for  the  record-keeping 
to  be  current  throughout  the  entire  life  of 
the  program  which  ended  with  completion 
of  its  liquidation  as  of  June  30,  1947.  The 
tremendous  accumulation  of  backlogs  result¬ 
ing  from  the  many  handicaps  of  wartime 
operations  resulted  in  the  record-keeping 
being  unsatisfactory.  When  it  became  pos¬ 
sible  at  the  end  of  the  war  period  to  recruit 
sufficient  and  qualified  personnel  and  to  ob¬ 
tain  accounting  machines,  every  effort  was 
made  to  liquidate  the  program  in  a  manner 
which  would  fully  protect  the  Interests  of 
the  Government.  The  Job  was  done  in  the 
shortest  possible  period  of  time  and  at  min¬ 
imum  cost.  In  so  doing,  some  of  the  trans¬ 
fers  of  commodities  to  Government  agencies 
were  not  reviewed  for  the  purpose  of  making 
bookkeeping  adjustments.  Until  the  liqui¬ 
dation  was  accomplished,  the  records  were 
not  in  such  shape  that  the  GAO  auditors 
could  be  expected  to  make  a  satisfactory 
audit.  Similarly,  because  of  the  tremendous 
size  of  the  operation,  and  the  span  of  years 
over  which  it  was  carried  out,  and  the  extent 
to  which  practical  considerations  affected 
the  method  of  liquidation,  it  is  obvious  that 
there  were  serious  practical  limitations  on 
the  extent  to  which  an  audit  of  the  whole 
program  could  be  made  by  the  GAO.  The 
deficiencies  in  record-keeping,  although  seri¬ 
ous  should  not  be  permitted  to  obscure  the 
over-all  job  which  was  done.  The  net  finan¬ 
cial  results  of  the  program  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  after  all  adjustments 
were  made,  was  a  net  gain  of  approximately 
$187,000,000  (at  December  31,  1949). 

Mr.  President,  if  I  may  make  one  fur¬ 
ther  observation,  the  situation  was  such 
that  it  was  absolutely  impracticable  and 
impossible  to  do  the  job  with  the  ordi¬ 
nary  accountants  and  auditors  such  as 
is  done  on  books  which  have  been  regu¬ 
larly  kept  from  day  to  day.  The  reason 
it  could  not  be  done  was  because  of  the 
limitation  of  manpower  and  the  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  work  which  had  to 
be  done  on  transactions  involving  this 
country  with  other  nations  throughout 
the  world,  as  the  Senator  well  knows. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  During  the  war. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  During  wartime.  The 
GAO  definitely  states  that  insofar  as  its 
audit  was  concerned,  there  was  no  dis¬ 
honesty  in  the  transactions,  and,  so  far 
as  it  could  find,  there  was  no  fraud. 
Obviously,  so  far  as  the  amounts  they 
cannot  find  are  concerned,  they  cannot 
make  any  observations  as  to  whether 
there  was  fraud  or  whether  there  was 
not  fraud. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  President,  we  are 
wasting  time  in  debate  upon  this  matter. 
It  has  been  going  on  for  a  long  time,  and 


-we  should  arrive  at  a  conclusion  on  it. 
Irrespective  of  what  anyone  may  think 
about  the  loss  of  the  money,  the  GAO 
tells  us  definitely  and  positively  that 
there  is  no  way  in  which  any  auditors  in 
this  country  can  trace  the  amount  of 
money  lost  in  the  transactions.  No  in¬ 
vestigating  committee  can  do  it.  If  the 
GAO  cannot  find  it,  certainly  no  one  else 
can.  It  would  require  years  of  work,  and 
then  the  same  conclusion  would  be 
reached  as  that  which  has  been  arrived 
at  by  the  GAO. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  reasons  as¬ 
signed  by  the  GAO  are  certainly  plau¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  is,  of  course, 
correct.  No  one  can  take  serious  issue 
with  the  reasons  assigned. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  not  disagree¬ 
ing  entirely  with  what  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  said.  It  is  true  the  GAO  has 
never  said  there  was  fraud,  but  each 
time  it  has  also  pointed  out  that  there 
may  be  fraud.  The  reason  it  is  uncer¬ 
tain  is  that  the  records  are  gone.  Per¬ 
haps  nothing  can  be  gained  by  rehashing 
it.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  should 
like  to  settle  the  matter  today  as  we  are 
debating  the  bill,  but  I  do  not  want  it 
settled  by  leaving  the  Impression  that 
everything  has  been  accounted  for,  be¬ 
cause  that  is  not  the  fact.  I  am  de¬ 
termined  this  is  not  going  to  be  a  white¬ 
wash. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  documents 
which  I  am  asking  to  be  placed  in  the 
Record  show  it - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  All  but  the  $96,000,- 
000.  As  to  that  remaining  amount,  the 
Comptroller  General  thinks,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  there  are  no  records,  that 
it  would  cost  more  to  reconstruct  the 
records,  perhaps,  than  could  be  got  out 
of  it,  but  that  is  a  very  poor  excuse.  I 
feel  confident  that  had  these  books  been 
submitted  to  Congress  as  required  by  law 
we  could  have  reconstructed  many  of 
these  accounts.  There  is  no  justification 
for  such  loose  accounting  methods  exist¬ 
ing  in  any  Government  corporation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  report  speaks 
for  itself. 

Mr,  WILLIAMS.  I  should  add  the 
Comptroller  General  has  not  indicated 
that  he  has  found  out  where  the  money 
has  gone,  or  that  he  is  satisfied  with  the 
type  of  bookkeeping  that  has  been  had. 
I  will  discuss  this  further  later. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  report  speaks 
for  itself. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  insertions  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  have  no  objection. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  30,  1950, 
Hon.  Elmer  Thomas, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Thomas  ;  There  are  submitted 
herewith  statements  prepared  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  relative  to  the  item  of  $366,- 
000,000  referred  to  in  the  1945  audit  report 
on  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  interest  shown  in  this  item  from 
time  to  time  over  the  past  year,  we  are  join- 
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Ing  in  this  effort  to  clearly  bring  out  the 
facts  of  the  situation.  We  believe  that  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  public  are  entitled  to  such 
facts. 

As  you  know,  the  matter  under  discussion 
arose  under  a  wartime  operation  of  great 
magnitude  and  needs  to  be  viewed  in  the 
light  of  conditions  then  existing  in  order  to 
gain  a  clear  perspective  of  the  undertaking. 
It  is  recognized  that  the  presentation  of 
a  matter  of  this  character  in  an  audit  report 
has  certain  limitations.  Accordingly  we  be¬ 
lieve  it  will  be  helpful  to  the  Congress  for 
us  to  submit  this  resume  which  tells  the 
whole  story  at  one  time,  along  with  the  nec¬ 
essary  background  material  which  is  essential 
to  a  complete  understanding. 

While  these  statements  are  being  submit¬ 
ted  at  the  same  time,  each  has  been  pre¬ 
pared  Independently  of  the  other.  In  this 
way  the  respective  views  and  conclusions  of 
each  agency  are  set  forth  for  your  concurrent 
consideration. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Lindsay  Warren, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

Charles  P.  Brannan, 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

United  States  Department  op  Agriculture — 
Statement  Concerning  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Activities  Under  the  War¬ 
time  Supply  Program,  With  Particular 
Reference  to  Record-Keeping  Problems 
(Submitted  as  an  attachment  to  a  joint 
letter  from  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.) 

NATURE  AND  PURPOSE  OP  THE  WARTIME  SUPPLY 
PROGRAM 

Origin  of  the  program:  Early  in  March 
1941,  it  became  apparent  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  would  have  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  locating  and  supplying  food  to 
friendly  countries  whose  supplies  had  been 
seriously  depleted  by  the  European  war.  The 
Lend-Lease  Act  was  being  considered,  and  it 
was  recognized  that  it  would  be  necessary 
for  the  United  States  to  supply  friendly  coun¬ 
tries  with  needed  food. 

Accordingly,  on  March  12,  1941,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  approved  a  pro¬ 
curement  program  which  became  the  war¬ 
time  supply  program  (known  as  the  general 
commodities  purchase  program).  Funds  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC) 
were  to  be  used  in  making  such  purchases. 
The  program  was  to  be  carried  out  by  the 
Federal  Surplus  Commodities  Corporation  as 
agent  of  the  CCC.  This  arrangement  was 
decided  upon  in  order  to  minimize  expense, 
to  avoid  duplication  of  governmental  agen¬ 
cies,  and  to  permit  the  coordination  of  pur¬ 
chases  under  this  program  with  other  pur¬ 
chase  and  disposal  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

Program  expanded  rapidly:  Shipments  of 
large  quantities  of  food  began  immediately 
after  the  Lend-Lease  Act  was  approved.  As 
lend-lease  requirements  Increased  and  the 
United  States  entered  the  war,  the  volume 
of  commodities  handled  grew  to  unheard  of 
proportions.  The  program  was  expanded 
time  after  time  to  meet  the  vast  needs  of 
our  allies  for  food  and  other  agricultural 
commodities,  as  well  as  the  needs  of  the 
armed  services  of  the  United  States. 

The  task  was  great:  Food  was  a  vital 
weapon  of  war,  and  this  program  was  a  major 
factor  in  the  fullest  use  of  that  weapon.  The 
size  of  the  job  is  Indicated  by  the  quantity 
of  commodities  bought,  shipped,  and  de¬ 
livered  for  export;  it  Increased  from  a  small 
volume  in  1941  to  approximately  6,000,000,000. 
pounds  in  the  year  ended  June  30,  1942,  10,- 
000,000,000  pounds  In  1943,  13,000,000,000 
pounds  in  1944,  and  10,000,000,000  in  1945. 
An  additional  6,500,000,000  pounds  were  de¬ 
livered  in  1946  when  the  UNRRA  and  other 
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postwar  relief  programs  were  In  operation. 
The  dollar  volume  totaled  approximately  $8,- 
000,000,000  over  the  period  of  operation  of 
the  program  and  It  is  estimated  that  about 
1,600,000  carloads  of  commodities  were  moved 
to  ports.  This  would  represent  approxi¬ 
mately  14  solid  freight  trains  each  reaching 
from  Chicago  to  New  York  City. 

General  method  of  operation:  Operations 
Included  not  only  the  initial  procurement 
of  hundreds  of  different  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  thereof,  but  also 
all  the  storage,  processing,  packaging,  and 
shipping  necessary  to  get  the  commodities 
aboard  ship  and  on  their  way  overseas. 
Purchases  were  made  in  the  marketing  or 
flush  production  seasons  where  possible,  and 
the  commodities  were  stored  to  meet  needs 
during  slack  production  seasons.  This 
stabilized  supplies  and  benefited  farm  In¬ 
come.  Processing  and  packaging  were  fre¬ 
quently  necessary  to  put  the  commodities 
in  form  to  be  used  on  arrival  overseas. 
Shipment  had  to  be  arranged  from  origin 
to  warehouse  and  to  port.  Where  process¬ 
ing  was  required,  additional  movements  were 
involved. 

The  major  emphasis  of  the  program  was 
to  get  the  food  overseas  where  it  was  needed, 
and  in  the  form  required  without  delay. 

Wartime  operating  problems:  The  tre¬ 
mendous  growth  in  the  activity  and  the 
required  speed  of  operations,  combined  with 
wartime  difficulties,  prevented  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  from  performing  the  related  paper  work 
on  a  current  and  satisfactory  basis. 

1.  Inadequate  staff:  Prom  the  time  this 
country  entered  the  war  the  Department 
constantly  lost  personnel  to  the  armed  serv¬ 
ices  and  to  other  war  agencies.  Sufficient 
personnel,  particularly  key  people,  could  not 
be  retained  or  recruited  to  do  the  paper 
work  currently  and  at  the  same  time  handle 
the  actual  procurement,  storage,  processing, 
and  shipping  work  necessary  to  get  the  food 
overseas  where  it  was  needed  in  the  war. 

2.  Lack  of  space  and  equipment:  Sufficient 
office  space  was  not  available  in  Washington 
and  a  large  part  of  the  accounting  group 
had  to  be  moved  to  New  York,  resulting  in 
a  further  loss  of  personnel.  Office  equip¬ 
ment,  such  as  bookkeeping  and  accounting 
machines,  were  not  available  in  quantities 
necessary  to  do  the  mammoth  job. 

3.  Organization  changes  necessary:  It  was 
necessary  to  reorganize  major  parts  of  the 
Department  several  times  during  the  war 
period  in  order  for  it  to  best  carry  out  its 
over-all  responsibilities  for  the  food  pro¬ 
duction  and  distribution  system  on  an  “all 
out”  basis. 

4.  Expansion  required  accounting  changes : 
The  original  system  of  records  and  accounts 
could  not  be  adjusted  to  the  expanded  vol¬ 
ume  of  the  program,  and  a  change-over  had 
to  be  made  after  it  broke  down  and  during 
the  period  of  peak  activity. 

5.  Other  difficulties:  Along  with  these  in¬ 
surmountable  handicaps  to  current  record 
keeping,  the  wartime  shortage  of  rail  and 
ocean  shipping  facilities  required  many  re¬ 
routing  and  diversions  as  well  as  many 
movements  of  commodities  from  one  loca¬ 
tion  to  another.  These  additional  move¬ 
ments  added  greatly  to  the  work  load  and 
created  many  problems.  Inexperienced  per¬ 
sonnel  of  venders,  carriers,  and  warehouse¬ 
men  added  to  the  record-keeping  difficulties. 

All  in  all,  the  problems  posed  by  the  nature 
of  the  program,  its  rapid  expansion  and  gi¬ 
gantic  size,  the  necessary  speed  with  which 
operations  were  conducted,  the  wartime 
shortages  of  personnel,  lack  of  office  space 
and  equipment,  the  necessity  for  changing 
the  system  of  record-keeping,  and  the  com¬ 
plications  of  wartime  procurement  and  ship¬ 
ping  made  it  impossible  to  keep  the  paper 
work  on  a  current  basis. 


There  follows  a  summary  of  the  operating 
problems  and  progress  made  in  overcoming 
them  In  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the 
year  ended  June  30,  1945. 

YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  1945 

Situation:  During  1945,  peak  shipments  of 
food  to  Europe  were  still  in  progress.  The 
central  accounting  office  for  the  program  in 
New  York  was  sorely  undermanned,  and  suffi¬ 
cient  accounting  machines  were  not  avail¬ 
able  to  make  any  progress  on  the  huge  back¬ 
log  in  record-keeping  which  had  accumu¬ 
lated  almost  from  the  beginning  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Backlogs  were  still  growing  each 
month. 

Problems  recognized:  Shortly  prior  to 
June  30,  1945,  the  war  food  investigation 
conducted  by  the  House  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  high-lighted  a  number  of  seri¬ 
ous  problems,  such  as  the  overstatement  of 
accounts  receivable  resulting  from  unreal¬ 
istic  pricing  of  sales  on  commodities.  At  the 
request  of  the  Corporation,  a  physical  In¬ 
ventory  was  taken  by  the  GAO  at  March  31, 
which  indicated  thousands  of  differences  be¬ 
tween  inventory  records  and  the  physical 
inventory.  Substantial  manpower  was  de¬ 
voted  to  tracing  down  these  differences.  The 
major  portion  subsequently  turned  out  to  be 
cases  where  shipping  or  delivery  documents 
had  not  been  received  or,  if  received,  had  not 
been  recorded.  Other  similar  situations 
were  known  to  exist,  but  there  was  no  per¬ 
sonnel  available  to  assign  to  straightening 
them  out. 

The  books  were  kept  open  until  late  in 
1945  with  the  hope  that  with  the  use  of 
borrowed  equipment  and  assistance  obtained 
from  other  Government  agencies,  real  prog¬ 
ress  could  be  made  in  overcoming  some  of 
the  backlog  in  the  posting  of  records.  Little 
was  accomplished  by  these  efforts  because 
enough  qualified  people  could  not  be  ob¬ 
tained  to  plan  and  supervise  the  work.  Most 
of  such  work  later  had  to  be  done  over  again 
when  adequate  supervision  was  available. 

In  order  to  comply  with  reporting  regula¬ 
tions,  financial  reports  were  prepared  even 
though  the  books  were  not  up  to  date.  Lists 
of  debtors  and  creditors  could  not  be  pre¬ 
pared  until  backlogs  were  eliminated. 

Information  for  the  auditors:  Because  of 
the  backlogs,  the  GAO  auditors  were  in¬ 
formed  that  data  which  they  would  nor¬ 
mally  expect  to  receive  could  not  be  fur¬ 
nished  until  such  time  as  the  records  had 
been  brought  up  to  date,  and  that  many 
adjustments  would  be  required  to  properly 
state  the  accounts.  Among  such  data  which 
could  not  be  furnished  were  lists  of  indi¬ 
vidual  debtors  and  creditors.  This  situa¬ 
tion  existed,  not  only  because  of  the  back¬ 
logs,  but  because  of  the  accumulation  of 
errors  made  by  untrained  and  overworked 
personnel  over  a  period  of  years,  working 
under  an  inadequate  number  of  supervisors. 
(See  GAO  statement.) 

YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  1946 

Activity  during  the  year:  There  was  some 
let-up  in  activity  during  the  fiscal  year  ended 
June  30,  1946,  but  tremendous  quantities  of 
food  were  shipped.  This  activity  took  place 
under  the  same  general  conditions,  methods, 
and  procedures  in  effect  during  earlier  years. 
Backlogs  therefore  continued  to  accumulate. 

Plans  for  remedial  action:  By  mid-1945  it 
was  apparent  to  all  concerned  that  drastic 
action  was  needed.  It  was  also  recognized 
that  before  any  real  improvements  could  be 
accomplished  additional  accountants,  other 
technicians,  and  supervisors  were  essential,  as 
well  as  additional  clerical  personnel  and  ac¬ 
counting  machines.  Efforts  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  obtain  the  release  of  quali¬ 
fied  people  from  the  Armed  Services  proved 
to  be  of  little  avail.  Accordingly,  it  was  not 


until  members  of  the  armed  services  were 
released  under  the  point  system  that  any 
real  start  could  be  made. 

In  the  spring  of  1946,  It  was  determined 
that  the  wartime  supply  program  should  be 
put  in  liquidation  as  of  July  1,  1946.  This 
decision  was  made  in  order  to  make  possible 
the  operation  of  a  new  supply  program  on  a 
current  basis,  while  the  tremendous  wartime 
supply  activity  was  being  liquidated.  The 
new  staff  recruited  early  in  1946  was  split  in 
two  groups.  One  group  was  assigned  to 
make  plans  for  the  cut-over  to  the  new  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  to  be  carried  out  more 
completely  by  the  field  offices.  The  second 
group  was  assigned  to  the  job  of  planning 
and  conducting  the  liquidation  of  the  war¬ 
time  supply  program.  Most  of  the  personnel 
recruited  was  new  to  the  organization,  and 
had  to  become  familiar  with  the  problem. 

Situation  at  June  30,  1946:  Other  than  a 
greater  opportunity  to  record  on  the  books 
certain  transactions  normally  recorded  at 
the  end  of  a  fiscal  year,  there  was  no  real 
progress  made  in  solving  the  basic  problem, 
namely,  the  inability  to  bring  records  to  a 
current  condition,  because  sufficient  person¬ 
nel  or  adequate  supervision  were  not  avail¬ 
able  until  too  late  in  the  fiscal  year.  Known 
inaccuracies  in  the  accounts  still  existed,  and 
those  which  would  require  significant  in¬ 
creases  in  personnel  and  machines  to  correct 
had  not  been  and  could  not  be  corrected  at 
that  time. 

Information  for  the  auditors:  It  was  pos¬ 
sible  to  develop  somewhat  more  adequate  in¬ 
formation  for  the  auditors  at  June  30,  1946, 
but  the  individual  items  comprising  the 
major  debtor  and  creditor  accounts  still 
could  not  be  furnished  at  that  time.  Fur¬ 
ther,  as  the  decision  had  been  made  to  put 
the  wartime  program  in  liquidation  at  July  1, 
1946,  it  became  apparent  that  no  real  pur¬ 
pose  would  be  served  by  later  arranging  to 
furnish  information  to  the  auditors  concern¬ 
ing  individual  debtors  and  creditors  at  June 
30,  1945,  or  June  30,  1946.  Rather,  it  was 
decided  to  accomplish  the  liquidation  of  the 
total  program  as  one  project.  This  obviously 
saved  many,  many  man-hours  of  work  arid 
machine  time.  This  decision  to  liquidate 
the  entire  program  as  one  project  appeared 
particularly  advantageous  when  later  in  the 
year  the  GAO  auditors  decided  to  combine 
their  1946  and  1947  audit  reports.  (See  GAO 
statement.) 

YEAR  ENDED  JUNE  30,  1947 

Activity  during  the  year:  Although  the 
wartime  supply  program  was  placed  in  liqui¬ 
dation  on  July  1,  1946,  that  part  of  the  in¬ 
ventory  which  was  at  shlpside  or  in  tran¬ 
sit  to  port  was  necessarily  disposed  of  under 
the  wartime  program.  The  remainder  of  the 
Inventory  plus  new  purchases  was  handled 
under  the  new  program.  Due  to  a  shipping 
strike  which  took  place  in  the  late  summer 
and  early  fall  of  1946,  it  was  almost  the  end 
of  the  year  before  shipments  under  the  old 
program  were  completed.  Other  activity 
during  the  year  was  that  of  bringing  the 
records  up  to  date  and  liquidating  the 
program. 

Special  efforts  to  expedite  liquidation:  In 
addition  to  all  other  available  personnel  that 
could  be  assigned,  175  temporary  employees 
were  hired  in  the  spring  of  1947  for  the  spe¬ 
cific  purpose  of  expediting  the  liquidation  of 
the  wartime  supply  program.  Arrangements 
were  also  made  under  contract  for  a  com¬ 
mercial  organization  to  perform  substantial 
tabulating-machine  operations. 

It  was  the  expressed  intent  of  Congress 
that  this  liquidation,  along  with  other  war¬ 
time  activities,  be  concluded  as  quickly  and 
at  as  low  a  cost  as  possible.  It  was  under¬ 
stood  that  v;ork  undertaken  in  connection 
with  accounts  between  Government  agen- 
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cies  would  be  held  to  an  absolute  minimum.' 

Liquidation  project:  A  summary  of  the 
liquidation  plan  followed  is  described  below. 
The  GAO  auditors  were  kept  fully  informed 
as  the  plan  was  developed  and  carried  out. 

1.  Records  were  brought  up  to  date.  This 
Included  the  bringing  together  and  posting 
of  documents  which  had  not  previously 
been  recorded. 

2.  Receivables  from  private  Individuals,  re¬ 
lief  organizations,  and  corporations  were 
examined  to  determine  specific  amounts  due, 
if  any,  on  the  basis  of  delivery  documents. 

3.  Receivables  from  cash-paying  foreign 
governments,  Lend-Lease  shipments  after 
VJ-day,  and  UNRRA  were  examined  to  deter¬ 
mine  specific  amounts  due,  if  any,  on  the 
basis  of  delivery  documents. 

4.  After  the  foregoing  steps  were  taken, 
there  remained  for  consideration  the 
amounts  then  due  from  Government  agen¬ 
cies  other  than  those  named  above.  Spot- 
check  reviews  were  made  of  several  thousand 
of  such  receivables.  This  was  done  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  similar  reviews  of  the  many 
thousands  remaining  receivables  would  be 
productive  and  whether  Individual  adjust¬ 
ments  of  any  differences  found  would  accom¬ 
plish  any  practical  purpose.  It  was  substan¬ 
tiated  that  accounts  receivable  were  over¬ 
stated  in  material  amounts  in  many  cases 
because  sales  were  recorded  at  an  estimated 
sales  price  different  from  the  Invoice  price 
ultimately  billed;  no  adjustment  of  such  dif¬ 
ferences  had  been  made  currently  as  was 
originally  contemplated  by  the  accounting 
system.  (See  earlier  reference  to  findings  of 
War  Pood  Investigation.)  Similarly,  it  was 
found  that  use  of  estimated  quantities  had 
resulted  in  the  overstatement  of  accounts 
receivable.  Thus,  it  was  apparent  that  the 
residual  balance  of  accounts  receivable  re¬ 
flected  millions  of  dollars  as  being  due  which 
in  fact  were  not  owed  by  other  Government 
agencies.  The  spot-check  reviews  also  sub¬ 
stantiated  that,  with  few  exceptions,  the  in¬ 
voices  as  rendered  reflected  the  correct 
amounts  due. 

5.  After  having  completed  the  steps  de¬ 
scribed  above,  it  was  concluded  that  no  use¬ 
ful  purpose  would  be  served  by  spending  the 
hundreds  of  man-years  required  to  review  in 
detail  the  transfers  of  commodities  to  other 
Government  agencies,  particularly  Lend- 
Lease  prior  to  VJ-day  which  comprised  more 
than  two-thirds  of  the  total  activity.  Based 
on  this  conclusion,  an  adjustment  was  made 
to  reduce  accounts  receivable  to  an  amount 
which  could  be  firmly  established  as  then  due 
and  which  was  to  be  carried  forward  for  col¬ 
lection.  The  principal  element  in  this  ad¬ 
justment  represented  the  overstatement  of 
accounts  receivable  represented  by  the  ac¬ 
cumulated  differences  between  the  amount  of 
sales  that  had  been  recorded  on  the  books  as 
opposed  to  the  final  amount  as  shown  on  the 
invoice  supported  by  the  delivery  documerits. 

'  In  response  to  questions  with  respect  to 
the  necessity  for  the  reconciliation  work  be¬ 
ing  performed  in  connection  with  the  liqui¬ 
dation  of  the  wartime  supply  program  raised 
during  the  hearings  on  the  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  for  J.948  (before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
House  of  Representatives,  in  Charge  of  De¬ 
ficiency  Appropriations,  on  June  23,  1947) , 
the  following  statement  was  made: 

“Mr.  Bbasfield.  I  would  like  to  add  to  the 
comments  given  as  to  the  liquidation  proc¬ 
ess  in  this  respect ;  We  have  not  gone  beyond 
accomplishing  two  things;  that  is,  to  review 
and  reconcile  the  transactions  that  affected 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  which  is 
required  by  Public  Law  151,  to  be  fully  re¬ 
imbursed  for  its  lend-lease  activities.  The 
other  is  to  review  and  check  the  transactions 
which  we  feel  are  essential  to  determine  that 
no  parties  outside  the  Government  have 
profited  by  reason  of  bookkeeping  errors  in 
the  transfer  of  lend-lease  goods.” 


This  was  done  prior  to  the  closing  of  the 
books  as  of  June  30,  1947,  and  the  adjust¬ 
ment  amounted  to  $96,440,497.  Of  the  total 
activity  of  approximately  $8,000,000,000,  92 
percent,  or  over  $7,000,000,000,  represented 
transactions'  with  Government  agencies.  As 
indicated  earlier,  receivables  from  private  in¬ 
dividuals,  relief  organizations,  and  corpora¬ 
tions,  as  well  as  transactions  with  cash-pay¬ 
ing  governments,  Lend-Lease  after  VJ-day, 
and  UNRRA,  were  examined  to  determine 
the  specific  amounts  due. 

Information  for  the  auditors. — After  the 
adjustment  described  above  had  been  re¬ 
corded  on  the  books  as  of  June  30,  1947,  the 
corporation  furnished  the  GAO  auditors  with 
lists  of  the  Individual  debtors  and  creditors 
for  amounts  shown  on  the  books  for  receiv¬ 
ables  and  payables.  The  records  pertaining 
to  the  liquidation  project  were  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  GAO  auditors.  Two  reports,  one 
in  considerable  detail,  were  made  to  the  GAO 
auditors  covering  the  liquidation  project. 
(See  GAO  statement.) 

ACTIVITY  SUBSEQUENT  TO  LIQUIDATION 

Under  the  decentralized  plan  of  operation 
then  in  effect  amounts  still  due  were  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  books  of  the  appropriate  field 
offices  as  of  June  30,  1947,  and  these  offices 
continued  to  pursue  collection.  Some  of 
these  receivables  due  from  private  individ¬ 
uals  and  corporations  were  subsequently  dis¬ 
puted,  and  some  have  resulted  in  litigation. 
Notwithstanding  the  adjustment  of  receiva¬ 
bles,  later  events  made  it  feasible  to  obtain 
payment  or  file  claims  for  certain  transfers 
and  sales  made  prior  to  June  30,  1947.  Re¬ 
ceivables  established  for  such  items  amount¬ 
ed  to  approximately  $16,000,000  and  primarily 
related  to  sales  to  Government  agencies. 

Some  new  claims  have  been  filed  with  the 
Corporation  pertaining  to  the  wartime  sup¬ 
ply  program,  and  some  suits  have  been  filed 
against  the  Corporation.  For  example,  one 
such  case  Involved  OPA  rulings  on  price  ceil¬ 
ings.  Some  contracts  were  renegotiated  by 
the  Corporation  to  recover  excess  profits. 
While  there  have  been  many  individual 
transactions  of  one  sort  or  another  with 
venders  and  purchasers  arising  out  of  the 
wartime  supply  program  since  June  30,  1947, 
the  dollar  amounts  are  relatively  small.  The 
Corporation  has  not  relinquished  its  legal 
rights  in  any  cases  in  which  the  financial 
Interests  of  the  Government  may  be  Involved. 

GENERAL  SUMMARY 

The  wartime  supply  program  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  known  as  the 
general  commodities  purchase  program,  was 
begun  In  1941.  After  the  activity  started 
to  expand  rapidly,  sufficient  manpower  and 
machines  were  never  available  for  the  record 
keeping  to  be  current  throughout  the  entire 
life  of  the  program  which  ended  with  com¬ 
pletion  of  its  liquidation  as  of  June  30.  1947. 
The  tremendous  accumulation  of  backlogs 
resulting  from  the  many  handicaps  of  war¬ 
time  operations  resulted  in  the  record  keep¬ 
ing  being  unsatisfactory.  When  it  became 
possible  at  the  end  of  the  war  period  to  re¬ 
cruit  sufficient  and  qualified  personnel  and 
to  obtain  accounting  machines  every  effort 
was  made  to  liquidate  the  program  in  a  man¬ 
ner  which  would  fully  protect  the  Interests 
of  the  Government.  The  job  was  done  in  the 
shortest  possible  period  of  time  and  at  mini¬ 
mum  cost.  In  so  doing,  some  of  the  transfers 
of  commodities  to  Government  agencies  were 
not  reviewed  for  the  purpose  of  making  book¬ 
keeping  adjustments.  Until  the  liquidation 
was  accomplished  the  records  were  not  in 
such  shape  that  the  GAO  auditors  could  be 
expected  to  make  a  satisfactory  audit.  Simi¬ 
larly,  because  of  the  tremendous  size  of  the 
operation  and  the  span  of  years  over  which 
it  was  carried  out,  and  the  extent  to  which 
practical  considerations  affected  the  methods 
of  liquidation,  it  is  obvious  that  there  were 
serious  practical  limitations  on  the  extent  to 
which  an  audit  of  the  whole  program  could 
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be  made  by  the  GAO.  The  deficiencies  In 
record  keeping,  although  serious,  should  not 
be  permitted  to  obscure  the  over-all  job 
which  was  done.  The  net  financial  results 
of  the  program  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  after  all  adjustments  were 
made,  was  a  net  gain  of  approximately  $187,- 
000,000  (at  December  31,  1949). 

General  Accounting  Oepice — General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  Statement  Concerning 
Accounts  Receivable  in  the  General  Com¬ 
modities  Purchase  Program  op  Commodi¬ 
ty  Credit  Corporation 
This  statement  presents  the  view  df  the 
General  Accounting  Office  with  respect  to  the 
above  subject  and  accompanies  a  statement 
of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  entitled  “Statement  concerning  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  Activities  under 
the  Wartime  Supply  Program,  With  Particu¬ 
lar  Reference  to  Record-keeping  Problems.” 
These  statements  have  been  prepared  for  the 
purpose  of  informing  the  Congress  of  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  surrounding  the  necessity  for  the 
adjustment  of  the  balance  of  accounts  re¬ 
ceivable  of  the  general  commodities  purchase 
program  and  the  attendant  problems  both 
for  the  Corporation  and  the  GAO. 

While  these  statements  are  being  sub¬ 
mitted  simultaneocsly,  each  agency  has  pre¬ 
sented  its  statement  of  its  views  and  opin¬ 
ions  independently  of  the  other.  In  the  in¬ 
terest  of  coordinating  information  on  the  sit- 
tuation  and  conditions  that  existed  from 
time  to  time,  there  are  certain  references 
made  in  one  statement  to  certain  parts  of 
the  statement  of  the  other  agency. 

By  law,  the  General  Accounting  Office  has 
been  charged  with  the  duty  of  making  audits 
of  CCC  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with 
1945  in  accordance  with  the  principles  and 
procedures  applicable  to  commercial  cor¬ 
porate  transactions.  Although  some  prelimi¬ 
nary  work  had  been  done,  the  audit  by  the 
Corporation  Audits  Division  did  not  com¬ 
mence  until  October  1945.  several  months 
after  the  close  of  the  1945  fiscal  year.  It 
soon  became  apparent  that  the  type  of  audit 
of  the  accounts  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  contemplated  under  the  law  could 
not  be  made  as  of  June  30,  1945.  While  it 
was  the  conclusion  of  GAO  that  the  situation 
could  not  be  remedied  even  by  a  material 
extension  of  audit  procedures,  it  was  incum¬ 
bent  on  it  to  make  such  an  examination  as 
was  practicable  under  the  circumstances,  and 
to  render  a  report  on  its  findings. 

The  General  Commodities  Purchase  Pro¬ 
gram  (GCPP)  was  the  largest  single  pro¬ 
gram  active  at  June  30,  1945,  and  the  con¬ 
dition  of  the  records  at  that  date  is  described 
in  the  accompanying  statement  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  under  the  heading 
“June  30,  1945,  Information  for  the  Auditors.” 
As  that  statement  indicates,  good  account¬ 
ing  practice  requires  that  the  aggregate  of 
receivables  due  from  individual  customers 
should  equal  the  accounts  receivable  bal¬ 
ance  shown  as  due  on  the  general  ledger. 
Even  if  adequate  procedures  are  Installed, 
large  differences  can  and  ordinarily  will 
arise  unless  adequate  supervision  of  the 
bookkeeping  practices  is  maintained  and  the 
accounts  are  very  carefully  watched  and  ac¬ 
curately  handled. 

From  the  Inception  of  the  program  to  June 
30,  1945,  sales  were  estimated  to  have  been 
approximately  $6,500,000,000.  Amounts  in¬ 
tended  to  represent  these  sales  were  entered 
as  accounts  receivable  and  as  collections  were 
made  the  receivables  were  correspondingly  re¬ 
duced.  The  sales  entries  were  made  from 
sources  that  were  In  part  based  on  estimates. 
The  resulting  balance  at  June  30,  1945,  as 
shown  by  the  general  books,  amounted  to 
$366,643,129.  No  satisfactory  breakdown  of 
this  amount  by  individual  customers  was 
available.  Neither  could  any  assurance  be 
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gained  that  all  transactions  Involving  sales 
had  been  recorded,  nor,  conversely,  that  du¬ 
plicate  billings  had  not  been  made.  The 
GAO  auditors  found  conditions  such  that 
they  could  not  determine  whether  the  $366,- 
643,129  balance  was  or  was  not  correct,  nor 
could  they  be  responsible  for  ascertaining 
what  the  correct  balance  should  be,  as  the 
latter  was  the  responsibility  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Recognizing  these  facts,  and  owing  to  the 
further  circumstance  that  the  omission  of 
certain  bookkeeping  procedures  resulted  in 
a  large  number  of  unadjusted  differences,  the 
audit  report  for  the  period  ended  June  30, 
1945,  stated  that  "The  amount  of  $366,643,129 
recorded  as  due  from  sales  made  in  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Commodities  Purchase  program  could 
not  be  supported  nor  verified,”  and  contin¬ 
ued:  "The  recorded  balances  of  individual 
accounts  are  subject  to  qualification  as  a 
result  of  faulty  application  of  accounting  pol¬ 
icies  and  poorly  devised  procedures.  Amounts 
recorded  as  owing  from  sales  made  in  this 
program  were  recorded  on  the  basis  of  quoted 
prices  on  the  date  of  recordation,  while  the 
billings  to  customers  were  based  upon  the 
quoted  prices  as  of  the  date  of  delivery.  Ad¬ 
justments  frequently  were  not  made.  In  a 
number  of  cases,  entries  for  quantities  sold 
(with  associated  values)  were  based  upon  rep¬ 
resentations  made  by  the  purchaser  and 
could  not  be  supported  by  documentary  evi¬ 
dence.”  The  paragraph  quoted  above  must 
be  considered  as  a  whole  in  order  to  obtain  an 
understanding  of  conditions  as  they  existed 
at  the  time  the  GAO  made  its  examination 
for  that  year. 

The  import  of  the  foregoing  quotation, 
made  with  respect  to  the  June  30,  1945,  ac¬ 
counts  receivable  balance,  is  not  that  the 
books  were  out  of  balance,  or  that  there  was 
a  shortage  of  funds  or  a  discrepancy  in  the 
accounts  in  the  amount  of  $366,643,129.  The 
phrase  "could  not  be  supported  nor  verified” 
is  a  technical  audit  term  Indicating  in  a 
concise  manner  that  an  effective  audit  could 
not  be  made  of  the  book  balance  of  the  ac¬ 
count  as  of  June  30,  1945,  so  as  to  prove  that 
the  balance  was  substantially  correct  as 
stated.  The  purpose  of  the  entire  paragraph 
was  to  Indicate  factors  which  made  an  audit 
Impossible. 

The  Corporation  was  aware  of  its  responsi¬ 
bility  in  this  matter,  and  in  April  1946  began 
the  task  of  analyzing  a  portion  of  the  GCPP 
accounts  receivable  (later  expanded  into  the 
so-called  liquidation  project).  The  nature 
of  this  project  was  known  to  and  concurred 
in  by  the  GAO,  in  view  of  the  very  large 
volume  of  work  and  the  administrative  costs 
involved,  provided  that  it  could  be  demon¬ 
strated  that  there  would  be  no  over-all  loss 
to  the  Government. 

Because  the  conditions  referred  to  above 
were,  in  general,  still  in  existence  at  June 
30,  1946,  and  the  liquidation  project  was  in¬ 
complete,  the  accounts-receivable  balance  of 
$383,909,184  shown  on  the  books  at  that  date 
likewise  could  not  be  audited.  By  Septem¬ 
ber  1947  the  Corporation  had  completed  most 
of  the  work  on  the  liquidation  project;  as  the 
books  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1947, 
had  not  yet  been  closed,  the  substantial  ad¬ 
justment  necessary  to  correct  the  ac¬ 
counts-receivable  balance  was  recorded  in 
the  accounts  for  that  year. 

Before  this  adjustment  the  book  balance 
as  of  June  30,  1947,  was  $97,621,567.  As  a 
result  of  the  liquidation  project,  the  amount 
of  receivables  from  Individual  customers 
(substantially  all  from  outside  the  Govern¬ 
ment)  was  established  at  $1,181,070  as  of 
that  date,  indicating  a  difference  of  $96,440,- 
497.  An  adjustment  of  this  amount  was 
made  in  the  accounts,  and  the  general  ledger 
balance  of  accounts  receivable  was  conse¬ 
quently  brought  down  to  the  amount  of 
$1,181,070  established  to  be  collectible, 
mainly  from  outside  sources;  most  balances 
with  Government  agencies  then  existing 


were  not  carried  forward  in  the  accounts, 
but*  were  included  in  the  amount  of  the 
$96,440,497  adjustment.  The  actual  amounts 
of  these  balances  with  other  Government 
agencies  were  not  ascertained  because  of  the 
nature  of  the  liquidation  project,  nor  would 
such  a  determination  serve  any  useful  pur¬ 
pose;  in  fact,  only  additional  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  have  resulted. 

Changes  in  the  balance  of  accoimts  re¬ 
ceivable  applicable  to  the  GCP  program  be¬ 
tween  June  30,  1945,  and  June  30,  1947,  based 
on  the  Corporation’s  accounting  records,  are 
summarized  in  the  following  tabulation: 


Debit  balance,  June  30,  1945__  $366,  643, 129 

Transactions  during  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  1946: 

Add  charges  resulting  from 
sales  recorded  for  the  fiscal 

year  1946 _  963,  980,  885 

- r 

Total _  1,  330,  624,  014 

Deduct  credits  representing 
for  the  most  part  cash  col¬ 
lections- _  946,  714,  830 


Balance  June  30,  1946 _  383,  909, 184 

Transactions  during  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  1947: 

Add  charges  resulting  from 
sales  recorded  for  the  fiscal 
year  1947 _  211, 149,  236 


Total _  595,  058,  420 

Deduct  credits  representing 
for  the  most  part  cash  col¬ 
lections _  497,  436,  853 


Balance  June  30,  1947, 

before  adjustment 97,  621,  567 

Deduct  adjustment  to  reduce 
book  balance  of  accounts 
receivable  to  balance  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  liquidation 
project _  96,  440,  497 


Balance  June  30,  1947, 

after  adjustment _  1, 181,  070 


Note. — GCPP  was  put  into  liquidation  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  1947.  In  this  connection 
see  discussion  of  year  ended  June  30,  1947 
in  the  statement  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

It  should  be  clearly  understood  that  the 
amount  of  the  adjustment  did  not  represent 
individual  customers’  accounts  which  were 
written  off  as  uncollectible,  but  was  the  resi¬ 
due  remaining  after  the  balance  of  accounts 
receivable  to  be  carried  forward  as  of  June 
30,  1947,  had  been  determined.  Because  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  liquidation  project 
was  conducted,  as  described  in  the  statement 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  little,  if 
any,'of  the  $96,440,497  adjustment  could  have 
represented  valid  amounts  due  to  CCC  from 
outside  the  Government. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  was  fur¬ 
nished  with  a  breakdown  of  the  balance  of 
$1,181,070,  showing  names  of  customers  and 
amounts  owing  by  each  as  shown  by  the 
corrected  accounting  records.  In  order  to 
test  the  accuracy  of  this  total,  it  correspond¬ 
ed  directly  with  customers  whose  open  bal¬ 
ances  comprised  about  65  percent  of  the 
total.  Differences  reported  were  investigated 
by  the  internal  auditors  for  the  Cafporation, 
who  rendered  reports  following  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  their  investigation.  Corrections  with 
respect  to  these  accounts  were  recorded  in 
the  Corporation’s  books  during  the  fiscal 
year  1948. 

Additional  adjustments  made  by  the  Cor¬ 
poration  during  the  1948  and  1949  fiscal  years 
amounted  to  about  $15,000,000,  most  of  which 
related  to  payments  received  from  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  whose  accounts  had  not,  un¬ 
der  the  liquidation  project,  been  retained 
on  the  books  as  of  June  30,  1947.  The  GAO 
has  been  informed  by  the  Corporation  that 
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adjustments  of  GCPP  accounts  receivable 
between  July  1,  1949,  and  December  31,  1949, 
have  been  negligible.  The  Corporation  has 
stated  that  continuing  attention  is  being  de¬ 
voted  to  the  pursurance  of  claims,  some  of 
which  are  in  litigation. 

Following  public  and  congressional  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  balance  of  $368,643,129  of  ac¬ 
counts  receivable  of  this  program,  as  shown 
by  the  Corporation’s  books  as  of  June  30, 
1945,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  requested 
an  opinion  from  the  Comptroller  General  as 
to  whether  the  public  interest  would  be 
served  to  an  extent  commensurate  with  the 
expenditure  of  effort  and  funds  by  a  further 
investigation  of  the  item.  On  May  2,  1949, 
the  Comptroller  General  replied  in  part  as 
follows : 

"The  work  entailed  the  location,  examina¬ 
tion,  recording,  regrouping,  etc.,  of  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  invoices,  cards,  and  related 
documents.  Under  the  circumstances,  it  did 
not  seem  advisable  for  the  Corporation 
Audits  Division  to  do  more  than  make  a  gen¬ 
eral  review  of  the  methods  employed.  Based 
on  this  review  and  discussions  and  cor¬ 
respondence  with  the  Corporation  *  •  • 

I  feel  that  no  categorical  answer  can  be 
given  to  your  question.  This  decision  is 
based  on  the  reported  chaotic  state  of  the 
records,  particularly  prior  to  March  1,  1944, 
the  scope  of  the  investigation  revealed  by 
the  review,  discussions,  and  correspondence 
mentioned  above,  the  fact  that  considerable 
Important  Information  was  missing  from  a 
large  number  of  records  of  invoices  and  that 
certain  records  could  not  be  located,  and  on 
the  passage  of  time.  However,  it  can  be  def¬ 
initely  stated,  now  that  lend-lease  settle¬ 
ments  have  been  arranged,  that  no  purpose 
would  be  served  by  further  investigation  of 
the  balances  due  at  June  30,  1945,  from  other 
governmental  agencies.” 

It  was  also  pointed  out  in  this  letter  that 
a  review  of  the  Corporation’s  reports  on  the 
liquidation  project  indicated  that  a  real  ef¬ 
fort  has  been  made  to  explore  and  adjust 
the  more  productive  items  of  difference. 

Since  May  2,  1949,  various  aspects  of  the 
situation  have  been  given  additional  con¬ 
sideration,  the  Corporation’s  reports  on  the 
liquidation  project  have  been  restudied,  and 
discussions  have  been  held  with  depart¬ 
mental  officials.  From  any  practical  stand¬ 
point,  the  General  Accounting  Office  would 
not  recommend  additional  investigation  of 
transactions  under  this  wartime  program 
from  the  standpoint  of  possible  financial 
benefits  to  the  Government  because  of — 

1.  The  predominance  of  transactions  with 
other  Government  agencies. 

2.  The  procedures  followed  by  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  in  its  liquidation  project  as  revealed 
through  study  and  discussions  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration’s  reports  on  the  project. 

3.  The  efforts  by  the  Corporation  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  interests  of  the  Government. 

4.  The  competence  of  the  individuals  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  project  and  the  fact  that 
they  had  no  connection  with  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  during  the  period  in  which  accounting 
and  record-keeping  control  was  lost. 

5.  The  age  of  many  of  the  transactions 
(dating  back  to  March  1941)  involving  pos¬ 
sible  loss  or  destruction  of  records  of  third 
parties  concerned;  and 

6.  The  substantial  cost  of  the  extensive 
..  additional  work  that  would  be  required, 

with  no  positive  indication  that  the  result 
of  the  work  would  be  remunerative  to  the 
Government. 

j  '  'I'lLliijeJlWIffl'Wim'BlMIJLWl'  ' 

DiJWia^he  delivery  of  Mr. 

I  speech, 

Mr.  McCJLElliJAiJ.  JVJr .^President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  'tti^t  I  may  make  a 
brief  statement?  ' 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  provided  I  do  not  lose  the  fiocr. 
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\^r.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  I 
asl^nanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
frontLouisiana  may  yield  to  me  for  the 
purpi)^  of  making  a  brief  statement 
withou^is  losing  the  floor. 

The  P^SIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objectionTV  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ord^d. 

Mr.  McCLw^IjAN.  I  also  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  “teat  my  remarks  may  be 
printed  in  the  Hscord  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  the  addre^of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  O^CER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  order^. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mit  president,  in 
the  June  5  issue  of  News^ek,  on  pages 
21  and  22,  there  appears  an  vticle  under 
the  heading  “Reorganizatiol^/’  with  a 
subtitle,  “Bill  Benton  Blitz.^  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Preside^,  that 
this  article  may  be  printed  in  the  Record 
in  full  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  RecorIj, 
as  follows: 

,  Reorganization:  Bill  Benton  Blitz 
The  approval  that  greeted  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  plan  for  Government  reorganization 
was  a  mighty  chorus  with  voices  from  every 
quarter.  The  first  eight  proposals  were  made 
by  the  President  in  1949  and  were  approved 
With  but  one  exception. 

By  this  year,  public  interest  had  waned, 
and  vested  private  interest  In  stemming 
one  or  another  plan  began  asserting  Itself. 
The  first  five  plans,  voted  on  earlier  this 
month,  were  smoothly  mowed  down.  It 
began  to  look  as  if  the  complex  fabric  of 
reorganization  would  be  riddled.  Last  week, 
however,  the  rout  was  reversed;  the  foes  of 
reorganization  had  apparently  been  stopped 
and  the  Hoover  proposals  successfully  took 
the  offensive.  Samuel  Shaffer  of  Newsweek’s 
Washington  bureau  reports  on  the  minor 
miracle  of  the  week: 

Senator  William  Benton,  Connecticut 
Democrat,  is  easily  the  best-dressed  Member 
of  the  Senate.  In  his  well-tailored  pin¬ 
striped  suits,  often  decorated  with  a  white 
carnation,  Benton  looks  as  if  he  had  Just 
finished  posing  for  a  man-of-distinctlon  ad¬ 
vertisement.  He  is,  however,  a  man  with 
few  illusions  about  the  powers  and  privi¬ 
leges  of  freshmen  Senators.  The  most  re¬ 
cent  Member  of  the  body,  he  usually  refers 
to  himself  as  “Senator  No.  96.” 

Last  week.  No.  96  decided  it  was  time  to 
speak  out.  When  he  did,  he  proceeded  in 
ungloved  fashion  to  raise  hell  with  his  own 
leadership,  the  leadership  of  the  minority 
party,  the  Senate  in  general,  ex-Presldent 
Hoover,  and  a  good  portion  of  the  President’s 
Cabinet.  To  his  own  astonishment,  it  paid 
off. 

Benton  could  not  understand'  why  any¬ 
one  would  want  to  undercut  ^y  reform  so 
essentially  nonpartisan  as  badjy  needed  Gov¬ 
ernment  reorganization,  ^vertheless,  he 
saw  his  majority  leader,  ^ott  Lucas,  vote 
against  reorganization  oS''’the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment;  he  witnessed'  his  majority  whip, 
Francis  Myers,  vote  ^gainst  reorganization 
of  the  Interstate  Cojilmerce  Commission;  he 
watched  the  entlr^enate  shout  down  reor¬ 
ganization  of  the^griculture  Department. 

BE^ND  THE  SCENES 

Checking  op  the  reasons  for  the  debacle, 
Benton  disobvered  that  the  President’s  own 
Cabinet  ofircers  participated  in  the  sabotage. 
John  Sm^er,  for  example,  was  on  record 
agreeiny^ith  the  Nation’s  bankers  who  op- 
pose(l 'treasury  reorganization;  Commerce 
Secreltary  Sawyer  thought  so  little  about  his 
agency’s  reorganization  that  he  said  he  would 
not  exercise  greater  authority  over  the  Pat¬ 
ent  Office  even  if  it  were  given  him. 


In  an  effort  to  stem  the  rout,  Benton, 
a  former  ad-agency  chief  (Benton  &  Bowles) 
experienced  at  selling,  wired  ex-Presldent 
Hoover  urging  him  to  speak  up  loudly.  The 
reply,  couched  in  equivocal  language, 
stunned  Benton.  He  had  yet  another 
shocker  to  face:  A  Republican  colleague  told 
him  that  Hoover  had  actually  advised  this 
Senator  in  a  phone  conversation  to  vote 
against  one  of  the  pending  programs.  (The 
ex-Presldent  apparently  disagreed  with  some 
of  ’Truman’s  revisions  of  the  original  Com¬ 
mission  plans.) 

Over  the  week  end,  Benton  called  former 
Budget  Director,  now  Army  Secretary,  Prank 
Pace,  Jr.,  and  the  present  Budget  Director, 
Frederick  Lawton.  He  upbraided  both  of 
them,  pointing  out  that  the  administration 
was  failing  to  consult  important  Senators 
and  giving  only  lip  service  to  the  various 
plans  for  streamlining  Government. 

Benton  also  tongue-lashed  Scott  Lucas. 
“I’m  beginning  to  wonder,”  the  Senator  told 
him,  “whether  the  administration  wants  re¬ 
organization.  What  am  I  to  think  when 
even  the  majority  leader  votes  against  some 
of  the  plans?  It  isn’t  too  late,  Scott.  If 
the  President  will  speak  out  we  may  be  able 
to  salvage  the  rest." 

Monday  morning.  May  22,  President  Tru- 
sman  called  Senator  McClellan,  chairman  of 
ttje  Expenditures  Committee  which  had 
bri»ught  in  several  resolutions  disapproving 
the  Xf eorganizatlon  plans.  McClellan  had 
denounced  several  of  the  proposals  as  admin¬ 
istration  “power  grabs.”  'Truman  asked  him 
to  come  to  the  White  House  right  away. 

The  President  turned  on  the  charm. 
“What’s  this  I  hear,  John,”  he  said,  "about 
power  grabs?  I  don’t  want  any  additional 
power.  I  want  to  get  rid  of  some.  That’s 
one  reason  why  I  want  to  see  these  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  go  through.” 

“I  was  sort  of  carried  away  in  the  heat 
of  debate  when  I  spoke  of  power  grabs, 
Mr.  President,”  McClellan  replied  with  a 
smile.  Back  at  the  Capitol,  McClellan  told 
some  of  his  colleagues  about  the  conversa¬ 
tion.  “You  know,”  he  said.v'Tf  the  President 
had  spoken  to  me  about  a  month  ago,  some 
of  the  results  might  have  been  different.” 

His  behind-the-scenes  job  done,  Benton 
delivered  a  speech  on  the  fioor.  “If  these  21 
reorganization  proposals  had  had  skilled  and 
determined  leadership  in  the  presentation  to 
Congress,”  he  said,  “it  is  my  opinion  that 
they  could  have  been  put  through.  *  •  • 

The  relative  absence  of  veteran  and  infiuen- 
tial  congressional  leadership  unequivocally 
favoring  Government  reorganization  on 
either  side  of  the  aisle  again  shows  how  un¬ 
appealing  and  un'glamorous  this  subject  is. 
There  is  more  excitement  in  Congress  over 
daylight  saving  time.  »  ♦  » 

“Seemingly  authentic  reports  have  come 
to  me  that  Mr.  Hoover  has  even  opposed  be¬ 
hind  the  scenes  one  or  more  of  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  proposals,”  Benton  added.  “His  atti¬ 
tude  has  been  disheartening.  *  »  *  nils 

grave  weakness  of  public  leadership  has  un¬ 
dercut  the  limited  and  inadequate  public 
support.  •  •  *  We  the  people  have 

failed  to  achieve  the  greatly  needed  reorgan¬ 
ization  of  the  Federal  Government.” 

Later  in  the  cloakroom,  no  less  than  six 
Senators  told  Benton  that  he  had  changed 
their  votes.  That  evening,  the  Senate  ap¬ 
proved  plan  8  (Federal  Trade  Commission) 
by  37  to  34  and  plan  9  (Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission)  by  36  to  37  (49  “no”  votes  are  re¬ 
quired  to  defeat  a  reorganization  plan) .  On 
Tuesday,  three  more  went  through:  Reor¬ 
ganization  of  the  Commerce  Department, 
transfer  of  non-Federal  public  works  to  the 
Housing  Agency;  transfer  of  Federal  build¬ 
ings  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 

Final  score  for  the  session:  Five  plans  de¬ 
feated  and  16  approved,  out  of  21  submitted 
BO  far. 

Truman  had  learned  a  lesson.  On  future 
plans  (four  more  this  session)  the  key  Sen¬ 


ators  will  be  consulted  (“buttered  up”  may 
be  the  better  words)  and  the  Cabinet  officials 
will  give  more  than  Up  service.  Had  these 
elementary  precautions  been  taken  froip  the 
start,  every  plan  but  the  controversial  one 
dealing  with  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board  might  have  been  approved. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  Pr,^3ident,  It 
will  be  noted  that  a  Mr.  Barrel  Shaffer, 
a  reporter  for  Newsweek,  the  author 
of  the  article.  / 

Portions  of  the  article  are  grossly  in¬ 
accurate,  misleadingj'and  deceptive.  I 
do  not  care  to  refer  .to  or  discuss  all  the 
misstatements  of  fact  in  it,  because  some 
of  them  are  identified  with  and  related 
to  other  Members  of  this  body  and  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 
They  can  speak  for  themselves.  I  do, 
however,  refer  to  the  absolutely  false 
quotations  which  the  author  ascribes  to 
me  in  a  conversation  which  I  had  with 
the  President  of  the  United  States  on 
May  22,  when  I  responded  to  his  invita¬ 
tion  to  see  him  at  the  White  House.  Mr. 
Shaffer  untruthfully  quotes  me  in  the 
article  as  having  said  to  the  President: 

I  was  sort  of  carried  away  in  the  heat  of 
debate  when  I  spoke  of  power  grabs.  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  President,  that  quotation  is  a  bald 
faced  falsehood.  The  “power  grab”  re¬ 
mark  and  the  false  quote  has  reference  to 
a  speech  I  made  in  the  Senate  on  May  17, 
1950,  in  opposition  to  the  President’s  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  7,  which  remarks 
are  printed  in  the  Congressional  Record 
of  that  date  on  pages  7257  and  7258. 

What  I  said  in  that  speech  is  fully  re¬ 
corded  in  the  Congressional  Record. 
Some  few  days  after  I  made  that  address, 
the  Associated  Press  contacted  me  and 
asked  me  to  comment  on  some  reference 
the  President  had  made  to  my  remarks  in 
a  press  conference.  I  said  to  the  press 
then,  and  I  repeat  now,  that  what  I  had  to 
say  about  the  plan  concentrating  power 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  “still  stands.”  I  said  at  that  time, 
“I  said  what  I  meant,  and  I  meant  what 
I  said.”  I  said  I  had  nothing  to  add  to  it 
and  nothing  to  take  from  it. 

I  further  stated,  Mr.  President,  which 
is  true,  that  those  remarks  were  not  di- 
iected  at  the  present  President  of  the 
United  States  but  that,  “I  did  oppose 
such  concentration  of  power  in  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government  irre¬ 
spective  of  who  might  be  the  occupant 
of  the  White  House.”  The  article  and 
the  quotation  to  which  I  have  referred, 
and  other  Tepresented  to  be  quotations 
in  it,  were  evidently  designed  and  in¬ 
tended  to  imply  that  I  was  apologizing 
for  or  retreating  from  the  position  I 
had  taken  in  Senate  debate  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7. 
Such  implication  is  false  and  a  gross  and 
flagrant  misrepresentation  of  truth.  I 
may  add  further,  Mr.  President,  that 
Mr.  Shaffer  did  not  get  his  information 
or  such  quotation  from  either  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  or  from  me, 
the  only  authentic  sources  from  which 
he  could  have  obtained  such  information 
and  from  which  sources  he  would  have 
obtained  it,  had  he  been  careful  to  get 
and  publish  facts.  Apparently  Reporter 
Shaffer  was  not  interested  in  doing  a  job 
of  authentic  reporting,  as  is  evidenced 
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py  his  letter  to  me  of  June  1,  1950,  which 
ask  unanimous  consent  may  be  irt- 
prporated  in  the  Record  at  this  point  As 
apart  of  my  remarks.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  leper 
walk  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Reqprd, 
as  tollows :  / 

United  States  Senate,  / 

\  Periodical  Press  Gallery/ 

\  Washington,  D.  C.,  June  1,  1950. 
Hon.  JbHN  L.  McClellan,  / 

\  United  States  Senator. 

My  EteAR  Senator:  Regarding  ovuf  discus, 
slon  of  This  date,  I  can  assure  that  I 
did  not  Vbtain  from  you  the  conJersations 
quoted  ia  the  June  5,  1950,  issujf  of  News¬ 
week — non  from  you  nor  the  President  of 
the  United^States.  They  were  obtained  from 
sources  which  I  cannot  disclose  Without  vio¬ 
lating  the  dpde  of  the  newspap®  profession. 
I  did  viewAny  sources  as  ummpeachable, 
but  I  cannot,  cavil  with  the  cAtention  that 
in  a  strict  l^al  sense  the  qiptes  would  be 
labeled  as  helrsay.  In  wrlthig  the  story  I 
did  not  regard,  them  as  sucl^. 

There  was  nfe  intention  qt  implying  that 
you  had  “backed  down”  your  opinions 
after  seeing  the  president.  /l  personally  have 
watched  your  re&ord  in  d^ate  long  enough 
to  know  that,  -fcough  ;»u  would  confess 
error  when  wroni,  you  itick  to  your  guns 
when  you  are  detSrmin^  you  are  right. 
Most  sincer^y  y^rs, 

S^uEL  Shaffer, 

Newsweek  Magaziiie,  Washington  Bureau. 

Mr.  McCLELLAI^  As  further  confir¬ 
mation  of  my  oppoAtion,  I  voted  against 
approval  of  Reorganization  Plans  Nos. 
8,  9,  and  11,  whicminoluded  similar  prin¬ 
ciples  to  those  in  toah  No.  7,  and  I  Voted 
against  two  of  tlpse  plans  after  my  con¬ 
ference  with  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  / 

Mr.  Presidenl,  this  is  hot  the  first  time 
that  Mr.  Shaiar  has  exercised  an  elastic 
and  careless  jmaginatiori  in  his  report¬ 
ing.  In  the  May  23,  1949,'^ssue  of  News¬ 
week  he  had  an  article  entitled  “Pork 
and  Politic^’  that  was  absolutely  false. 
It  involved/other  MembersN.jOf  Congress 
from  my  ^ate,  more  so  tha^  it  did  me, 
but,  never,theless,  the  article ^nd  its  im¬ 
plication^  were  maliciously  f%lse.  Both 
the  article  of  May  23,  1949,  and  the  arti¬ 
cle  to  which  I  am  addressing  'myself  in 
the  June  issue  of  1950  border>on  libel. 
They  are  both  cases  of  loose  aipd  irre¬ 
sponsible  reporting.  They  constitute  a 
flagrant  violation  and  abuse  of  ^-eedom 
of  the  press,  and  either  by  premeditated 
design  and  intent  or  from  lack  of  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  diligence  in  seeking  the 
truth  they  have  inexcusably  disseminated 
contemptibly  false  information  to';  the 
public.  ' 

I  sincerely  hope,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  author  of  these  articles  and  the 
publisher  of  this  magazine  will  not  again 
use  the  freedom  of  the  press  for  a  licen^ 
recklessly  to  publish  and  disseminate 
misrepresentations,  false  quotations,  and 
untruthfl  to  *hei  Boadarai  af  Mewicweokj. 


INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
one  question?  What  does  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  wish  to  have  done  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  debate? 


Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  merely  wanted  the  Record  to 
show  clearly  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  spent  $96,000,000  and 
they  do  not  know  what  happened  to  that 
money.  No  one  in  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  OfiQce  or  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  can  tell  us  where  the  money  has 
gone.  What  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
wants  is  to  make  very  sure  that  this  will 
not  happen  again  and  if  possible  place 
the  responsibility  for  this  loss. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  placed  that  statement  in  the 
Record  many  times  in  the  past.  There 
is  no  doubt  about  the  position  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware.  What  I  was  won¬ 
dering  was  whether  he  was  trying  to  get 
a  reconstruction  of  these  records  or  try¬ 
ing  to  have  an  investigating  committee 
appointed  in  an  effort  to  find  out  what 
happened  to  the  money.  Perhaps  he  is 
asking  that  someone  be  authorized  or 
directed  to  try  to  find  out  what  hap¬ 
pened  to  the  money. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  After  the  experience 
which  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
had  for  the  past  15  months  in  trying  to 
obtain  a  little  information  as  to  what 
has  transpired  in  this  Corporation,  I  am 
somewhat  discouraged.  Even  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  lost  a  lot  of  his  enthu¬ 
siasm  after  the  Comptroller’s  report  sup¬ 
porting  my  position  was  delivered  to  the 
Senate.  The  Senate  has  no  right  to 
even  think  of  giving  $2,000,000,000  more 
to  this  Corporation  until  the  books  are 
delivered  to  the  Senate.  We  have  no 
way  of  knowing  whether  the  books  for 
the  years  1948  and  1949  are  in  any  better 
shape  or  in  any  worse  shape  than  the 
books  for  1945.  The  books  have  not  been 
sent  to  the  Senate.  I  believe  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  voted  for  the  law  which 
provides  that  on  the  15th  of  January 
of  each  year  following  the  close  of  each 
fiscal  year.  Government  corporations 
shall  send  their  books  to  Congress.  This 
Corporation  has  violated  the  law  for  5 
years.  Why  do  we  not  demand  that 
these  books  be  sent  to  Congress?  If 
there  is  nothing  wrong  with  the  books 
for  the  years  1948  and  1949,  why  should 
they  be  ashamed  to  show  them  to  us? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  care  about  the 
books.  I  do  not  care  whether  they  are 
sent  to  the  Congress.  If  the  books  were 
sent  here,  the  Senator  still  would  not 
be  in  favor  of  the  pending  measure.  He 
is  unalterably  opposed  to  it.  I  can  un¬ 
derstand  his  position.  If  I  represented 
his  State,  perhaps  I,  too,  would  be  op¬ 
posed  to  the  pending  measure.  I  under¬ 
stand  exactly  what  the  Senator  is  trying 
to  do.  He^s  trying  to  defeat  the  meas¬ 
ure  indirectly.  He  is  opposed  to  it,  and 
he  has  been  against  it  at  all  times.  He 
is  opposed  to  it  because  he  wants  to  buy 
cheap  corn  as  feed  for  his  chickens  in 
Delaware.  He  does  not  want  the  farm¬ 
ers  in  my  section  of  the  country  to  get 
the  right  kind  of  price  for  their  corn. 
That  is  about  all  there  is  to  this  argu¬ 
ment,  Mr.  President.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  trying  to  kill  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  bill  because,  due  to 
lack  of  manpower  and  the  tremendous 
program  involved  some  money  was  lost 
during  the  war.  I  wish  we  could  find 
the  money.  However,  either  we  must 
accept  the,  statement  of  the  General 


Accounting  Oflace,  or  we  must  introduce 
a  resolution  to  have  this  matter  recon¬ 
structed  and  reinvestigated.  That  would 
take  a  long  time  to  do.  As  the  Senator 
has  said,  even  if  we  did  it,  probably  we 
would  still  land  at  the  same  place  where 
we  are  today. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
for  his  indulgence. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  so 
that  I  may  reply  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
provided  I  do  not  lose  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  seems  to  think  that  my  motives 
in  opposing  this  bill  and  in  seeking  to 
have  an  accounting  of  this  money  are 
purely  selfish.  Frankly,  Mr.  President, 
I  had  expected  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
to  support  me  on  the  amendment  which 
I  offered,  because  I  know  of  no  Senator 
who  made  a  more  eloquent  speech  on  the 
subject  than  did  the  Senator  from  Ill¬ 
inois  make  on  October  4,  1949,  and  his 
remarks  appear  at  page  14086  of  the 
Congressional  Record.  At  that  time  he 
denounced  the  selfish  interests  who 
were  trying  to  get  90  percent  support 
prices  in  order  to  buy  the  votes  of 
farmers  in  their  States.  I  was  plan¬ 
ning  to  use  that  speech  later.  However, 
I  wish  at  this  time  merely  to  read  an 
excerpt  from  the  speech  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas]. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  hope  the  Senator  will 
do  so,  because  the  more  advertising  I 
get  the  better  I  like  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  read  the  following 
excerpt : 

Mr.  Lucas.  There  are  certain  individuals 
who  want  to  keep  raising  support  prices 
higher  and  higher,  until  the  program  Is 
finally  broken  down.  Such  people  are  never 
satisfied  with  a  decent,  honorable  support 
price.  They  want  more  and  more,  f  *  » 

I  believe  I  know  something  about  my  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country.  I  cannot  speak  for  any 
other  section,  but  I  know  exactly  what  the 
farmers  in  my  section  desire  and  what  they 
believe  in  with  respect  to  a  farm  program. 
No  one  ever  dreamed,  when  during  the  war 
times  we  adopted  the  Steagall  amendment 
supporting  everything  at  90  percent  because 
of  war,  that  we  would  ever  continue  it, 
on  and  on  and  on;  and  that  is  exactly  what 
we  are  doing.  Senators  eventually  cannot 
get  away  with  it.  It  may  be  possible  for 
a  while,  but  it  cannot  continue. 

Apparently  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
has  changed  his  mind.  I  should  like  to 
suggest  that  he  read  his  entire  speech, 
as  of  that  date.  It  was  a  wonderful 
speech,  not  only  did  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  day,  but  I 
voted  with  him.  I  hope  he  will  support 
the  same  position  today  which  is  what 
my  amendment  proposes. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  take  a  little  time  to  make  clear 
my  understanding  of  what  the  status  of 
the  so-called  Thye  amendment  is  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  President,  that  there  should  be 
the  wildest  practical  use  of  the  facilities 
and  channels  of  private  enterprise  in 
the  vast  operations  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  been  so  clearly 
the  intent  of  Congress  that  we  have  been 
too  prone  to  take  such  a  policy  for 
granted.  It  is  pertinent  to  reemphasize 
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it  In  connection  with  the  pending  meas¬ 
ure,  H.  R.  6567,  which  provides  for  an 
increase  in  the  borrowing  power  of  the 
Corporation. 

As  now  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the  bill  does 
not  contain  an  amendment  which  I  had 
previously  proposed  to  S.  2826,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  companion  bill,  to  require  the  Cor¬ 
poration  in  its  various  operations  to  em¬ 
ploy  the  usual  and  customary  channels, 
facilities,  and  arrangements  of  trade 
and  commerce.  I  shall  not  press  for 
the  amendment,  as  I  feel  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  report  reiterates  specifically  and 
emphatically  the  intent  of  Congress,  and 
that  this  report  embodies  what  I  had  in 
mind. 

When  it  was  found  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  met  with  the  strong  objection  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  it  was 
decided  to  recommit  the  bill  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  we  have  now  had  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  public  hearings.  These  hearings 
brought  forth  testimony  as  to  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  the  officials  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  felt  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  curtail  and  hamper  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  program,  arguments  which 
have  led  the  committee  to  omit  the 
amendment  in  reporting  the  bill  at  this 
time. 

The  hearings  also  brought  clear-cut 
testimony  from  farmers’  cooperative  ele¬ 
vators,  independently  owned  country  ele¬ 
vator  operators,  and  the  grain  people  in 
general.  Many  of  the  criticisms  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  were 
shown  to  be  completely  justified. 

These  specific  complaints  as  listed  in 
the  subcommittee  report  were: 

First.  That  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  failed  to  make  prompt 
financial  settlements  for  services  ren¬ 
dered  by  country  elevators  in  the  han¬ 
dling  and  shipment  of  grain  owned  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from 
the  local  area  where  it  is  produced  to  the 
grain  terminals. 

Second.  That  the  Corporation  has 
failed  to  advise  country  elevators  within 
a  reasonable  time  of  downgrading  and 
shortages  in  weight  of  shipments  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  grain  as  reported  by 
inspectors  at  the  terminal  markets. 

Third.  That  the  Corporation  has 
failed  to  utilize  the  service  of  private 
agencies  which  would  correct  these  prob¬ 
lems  to  a  great  extent. 

Both  the  subcommittee  of  which  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
was  chairman,  which  conducted  the 
hearings,  and  the  committee  which  has 
now  reported  the  bill,  have  taken  note 
of  these  criticisms  as  valid,  have  urged 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
correct  them,  and  have  made  clear  that 
if  a  satisfactory  arrangement  is  not 
worked  out  it  may  be  necessary  to  write 
into  the  law  the  specific  requirements, 
which  are  now  only  broadly  covered.  I 
quote  the  present  provision  of  the  law 
to  which  I  refer : 

In  the  Corporation’s  purchasing  and  sell¬ 
ing  operations  with  respect  to  agricultural 
commodities  (except  saies  to  other  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies),  and  in  the  warehousing, 
transporting,  processing,  or  handling  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  the  Corporation  shall, 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  consist¬ 


ent  with  the  fulfillment  of  the  Corporation’s 
purpose  and  the  effective  and  efficient  con¬ 
duct  of  its  business,  utilize  the  usual  and 
customary  channels,  facilities,  and  arrange¬ 
ments  of  trade  and  commerce. 

Ml’.  President,  in  view  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  report,  and  the  announcement  that 
a  subcommittee  will  be  maintained  for 
continuing  observation  of  the  handling 
of  Government-owned  agricultural  com¬ 
modities,  I  shall  not  offer  for  further 
consideration  at  this  time  any  amend¬ 
ment  to  spell  out  the  specific  require¬ 
ment,  beyond  the  provisions  already  in 
the  law,  that  the  Corporation  must  use 
private  channels  of  trade  wherever  prac¬ 
ticable.  The  provision  of  the  law  which 
I  have  quoted,  if  it  is  now  carried  out 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
accordance  with  the  intent  of  Congress, 
would  make  possible,  I  believe,  an  ar¬ 
rangement  between  the  Corporation  and 
the  grain  people  and  other  private  agen¬ 
cies  that  will  tend  to  cure  the  defects 
in  the  past  operations  which  were  set 
forth  in  the  hearings  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  Certainly  that  is  our  hope  and 
expectation. 

In  my  opinion  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  should  make  use  of  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  men  who  through  the  years 
have  developed  the  know-how  in  finding 
markets  in  both  the  domestic  and  for¬ 
eign  fields.  In  dealing'  with  the  sur¬ 
pluses  in  agricultural  commodities,  this 
powerful  agency — whose  borrowing  ca¬ 
pacity  it  is  proposed  we  increase  to 
nearly  $7,000,000,000 — should  use  the 
best  business  brains  available,  both  in 
its  own  administrative  functions  and  in 
the  advice  and  cooperation  from  private 
enterprise  which  it  should  actively  cul¬ 
tivate  and  solicit. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  hope  to  deal 
successfully  with  the  complex  problems 
we  face  in  agriculture,  or  in  any  other 
field,  unless  we  are  determined  to  find 
the  basis  where  public  and  private  re¬ 
sources,  leadership,  and  understanding 
can  function  harmoniously  together  for 
a  common  objective.  It  is  plainly  the 
duty  of  our  Government — although  it  is 
far  too  often  obscured — to  provide  a 
healthy  atmosphere  of  cooperation,  and 
not  competition,  wherein  such  an  essen¬ 
tial  pooling  of  our  resources  would  be 
possible. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
as  a  method  of  registering  my  protest  to 
the  present  system  of  supporting  the 
prices  of  basic  agricultural  products  at 
90  percent  of  parity  with  no  flexibility,  I 
have  joined  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  in  an  amendment  to  the 
bill.  House  bill  6567,  to  increase  the  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  of  the  Commodity 
Ci’edit  Corporation.  This  amendment 
restores  the  Anderson  flexible  provisions 
of  the  farm-support  law.  Only  if  there 
is  flexibility  can  we  expect  to  bring 
our  basic  agricultural  commodities  more 
in  line  with  the  facts  of  supply  and  de¬ 
mand. 

Our  citizens  in  Massachusetts  are 
principally  consumers.  They  are  work¬ 
ers  in  business  and  industrial  establish¬ 
ments.  If  the  cost  of  industrial  products 
is  to  go  down,  naturally  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  must  go  down.  If  the  Government 


8157 

supports  the  prices  of  basic  agricultural 
commoidties  at  fixed  levels,  then  the 
costs  of  living  are  frozen  and  cannot  go 
down. 

The  citizens  of  Massachusetts,  a  good¬ 
ly  number  of  whom  are  farmers,  want 
to  be  fair  to  all  the  farmers  from  the 
grain- producing  States  of  our  country, 
but  at  the  same  time  they  want  the 
farmers  of  those  States  to  be  fair  to 
them.  We  want  to  be  fair,  not  only  to 
the  farmers  throughout  the  country,  but 
to  be  fair  to  our  consumers  as  well. 

In  Massachusetts  our  farmers  produce 
for  the  most  part  poultry  and  dairy 
products.  These  are  nonbasic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities.  Our  farmers  are 
very  largely  dependent  upon  the  feed 
they  must  have  through  shipments  from 
the  Western  and  Central  States  of  our 
country.  These  grains  are  basic  com¬ 
modities  and  are  supported  at  90  percent 
of  parity  for  the  year  1950.  If  the  price 
of  feed  is  kept  at  an  artificially  high  sup¬ 
port  level  and  the  price  of  eggs  and  poul¬ 
try  and  milk  drops,  our  farmers  will  get 
caught  in  the  squeeze.  The  Government 
is  working  against  their  best  interests. 
That  is  exactly  what  has  happened.  I 
cite  a  few  figures: 

In  1949,  6%  dozen  eggs  would  buy  100 
pounds  of  feed;  in  1950,  it  requires  9% 
dozen  eggs  to  buy  100  pounds  of  feed. 

In  1949,  lli%  pounds  of  poultry  meat 
were  required  to  buy  100  pounds  of  grain; 
in  1950,  21  pounds  of  poultry  meat  are 
required  to  buy  100  pounds  of  grain. 

In  1949,  100  pounds  of  milk  would  buy 
123  pounds  of  grain;  in  1950,  100  pounds 
of  milk  will  buy  only  112  pounds  of  grain. 

Since  the  middle  of  1949,  our  poultry 
farmers’  returns  over  feed  costs,  in  sale 
of  eggs,  have  been  about  half  those  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  year  previous. 

Mr.  President,  I  quote  a  resolution 
unanimously  passed  by  the  Massachu¬ 
setts  Federation  of  Poultry  Associations, 
and  set  forth  in  a  letter  I  have  received 
from  Mr.  C.  Nelson  Hardy,  president  of 
that  federation: 

Whereas  Northeast  agriculture  must.  If  It 
Is  to  survive.  Insist  on  legislative  remedy  for 
the  uneconomic  provisions  of  the  Farm  Act 
which  called  for  rigid  90  percent  of  parity 
support  for  principal  feed  grains  for  1950, 
and  a  lower  support  price  for  animal  prod¬ 
ucts;  Therefore  be  It 

Resolved,  That  the  Massachusetts  Federa¬ 
tion  of  Poultry  Associations  support  the 
recommendations  of  the  National  Poultry 
Federation  and  the  Northeastern  Farm 
Bureau  and  request  our  Senators  and  Con¬ 
gressmen  to  do  everything  in  their  power  to 
revise  the  disparities  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  whereby  grains  and  other  feed  prices 
are  held  at  artificially  high  rigid  levels  and 
anlhial  products  at  lower  levels. 

Furthermore,  we  favor  an  act  which  will 
give  supports  to  all  agricultural  products 
at  not  higher  than  a  stop-loss  level.  We 
Insist  that  immediate  legislation  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  secure  the  enactment  of  flexible  sup¬ 
port  prices  based  on  supply  low  enough  to 
Insure  production  for  market,  rather  than 
production  for  Government  surpluses. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  in 
which  I  am  joining  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  place  in  immediate 
effect  a  sliding  scale  support.  The  con¬ 
sumers  of  my  State  have  repeatedly 
written  to  me  that  they  cannot  under- 


No.  110 - 6 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  .  June  5 


8158 

stand  why  the  taxpayers’  money  is  used 
to  buy  farm  commodities  which  are  then 
stored  out  of  reach  of  the  consumer,  in 
many  cases  until  they  are  unfit  for 
human  consumption,  or  are  later  de¬ 
clared  surplus  and  sold  at  a  double  loss 
to  our  Government  and  to  our  people. 
This  the  people  of  Massachusetts  can¬ 
not  understand.  They  believe  it  to  be 
foolishness. 

I  recognize  only  too  well  that  today 
some  type  of  farm  support  is  a  necessary 
factor  in  our  national  economy,  but  I 
also  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  in  this 
regard  the  wartime  emergency  is  over. 
We  are  growing  more  food  than  we  are 
consuming,  yet  the  prices  of  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  remain  so  relatively  high  that  some 
of  our  people  cannot  buy  what  they 
need,  and  are  undernourished. 

Steps  must  be  taken  immediately  to 
stop  these  excessive  price  supports.'  If 
they  are  not  taken,  the  inevitable  result 
will  be  Government  purchase  of  more 
and  more  commodities  for  which  it  has 
no  present  use,  and  an  increasing,  tre¬ 
mendous  loss  to  the  American  taxpayer, 
who,  it  must  not  be  forgotten,  is  also  a 
consumer.  Could  there  be  a  greater 
paradox  than  exists  in  this  situation? 
The  American  taxpayer  and  consumer  is 
being  asked  to  pay  money  in  taxes  for 
price  support  on  the  one  hand  so  that 
he  may  have  the  very  doubtful  privilege 
of  paying  excessively  high  prices  for  his 
food  on  the  other. 

I  am  firmly  convinced  that  the  time 
has  come  to  put  a  stop  to  this,  and  to  try 
again  a  sliding  scale  of  price  supports. 
If  that  does  not  work,  I  will  be  the  first 
to  say  so  and  will  be  glad  to  hear  other 
proposals  for  working  out  the  problem. 
Let  me  emphasize  very  strongly  the  im¬ 
portance  of  fairness  in  this  matter,  fair¬ 
ness  to  our  farmers — ^whose  magnificent 
effort  during  the  war  years  we  will  al¬ 
ways  admire — and  fairness  to  our  con¬ 
sumers  and  taxpayers.  Under  the 
American  system,  we  must  keep  a  bal¬ 
ance  and  a  sound  relativity  always  be¬ 
tween  supply  and  demand.  I  voted  for 
the  Aiken  proposal  on  just  that  basis;  I 
voted  against  the  Anderson  bill  for  the 
same  reason. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  interest  of 
Massachusetts  farmers  and  consumers, 
and  I  firmly  believe  in  the  interest  of 
all  the  American  people,  I  hope  very 
much  that  this  amendment  to  H.  R. 
6567  will  prevail. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  I  find  my¬ 
self  increasingly  disturbed  at  the  ap¬ 
parent  inability  of  the  Congress  to  come 
to  grips  with  the  actualities  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  which  arises  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  farm-support  program. 

This  proposal  to  give  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  authority  to  use  an 
additional  $2,000,000,000  of  the  taxpay¬ 
ers’  money  is  typical  of  our  characteris¬ 
tically  temporizing  approach  to  the  na¬ 
tional  agricultural  problem  itself. 

Increasing  the  borrowing  power  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from 
$4,750,000,000  to  $6,750,000,000  cannot 
even  be  called  expedient.  The  sole  effect 
of  this  additional  extravagance  is  to  pur¬ 
chase — at  a  fantastically  exorbitant 
cost — that  limited  period  of  time  which 


will  elapse  before  we  are  confronted 
again  with  this  same  sad  state  of  affairs. 

If  we  pass  the  bill,  we  shall  be  guilty 
not  only  of  failing  to  solve  any  problem, 
but  of  refusing  even  to  face  the  problem. 

The  measure  before  us  now  cannot 
even  be  described  as  a  compromise.  For 
the  action  which  it  contemplates  is  made 
necessary  by  the  administration’s  re¬ 
fusal  to  adhere  to  its  own  1948  party 
platform  and  to  adopt  the  flexible  price- 
support  program  which  would  make  the 
enactment  of  this  legislative  absurdity 
unnecessary.  H.  R.  6567,  therefore, 
represents  a  complete  183®  turn  away 
from  the  self-proclaimed  position  of  the 
Democratic  administration. 

Our  deliberations  are  supposed  to  pro¬ 
duce  decisions — not  postponements  of 
decisions.  And  until  we  finally  make  up 
our  minds  to  incorporate  in  our  farm 
legislation  the  principle  of  flexible  price 
supports — the  principle  urged  by  farm 
groups,  demanded  by  consumers,  and 
proposed  by  both  major  political  par¬ 
ties — we  shall  be  confronted  with  an 
endless  succession  of  such  situations  as 
the  one  we  now  face. 

For  these  reasons,  and  for  reasons  so 
well  presented  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall],  I  am  very  glad  to  associate 
myself  with  the  able  senior  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  in  support  of 
the  amendment  he  is  to  offer,  which 
would  make  effective  immediately  the 
flexible  price-support  program  and 
would  deny  the  additional  $2,000,000,000 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 
myself,  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Ives],  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall],  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrickson]  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges], 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders],  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  and  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Cain].  I  ask  that  it 
be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  lie  on 
the  table.  Committee  amendments  have 
not  been  disposed  of.  It  is  not  in  order 
for  the  amendment  to  be  considered. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  amendment  be  read  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

amendment  will  be  read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  sections  1 
and  2  and  renumber  section  3  accord¬ 
ingly. 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill  it 
is  proposed  to  insert  a  new  section  to 
read: 

Sec.  .  Paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  sub¬ 
section  (d)  of  section  101  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  No.  439,  81st  Cong.) 
are  hereby  repealed. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  simply 
stated  the  amendment  would  repeal  the 
guaranteed  90  percent  support  level  by 
making  effective  immediately  the  flexible 
provisions  of  the  Anderson  Act,  instead 
of  waiting  until  1952  before  those  pro¬ 
visions  go  into  effect. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  also  the  80  per¬ 
cent  level  for  1951. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  has  been  submitted 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  for  himself  and  other  Senators  who 
are  interested  in  the  flexible  support 
price,  of  course,  goes  right  in  the  teeth 
of  the  Anderson  Act,  which  the  Senate 
debated  last  year  for  some  time  and  on 
which  long  hearings  were  held  before 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry.  We  all  recall  that  the  bill  which 
Congress  finally  enacted  was  a  compro¬ 
mise  measure.  It  was  not  what  I  wanted 
and  was  not  what  a  number  of  other 
Senators  wanted,  but  was  a  compromise 
bill.  All  legislation  is  more  or  less  of  a 
compromise  nature.  No  Senator  ever 
gets  exactly  what  he  wants  after  he  in¬ 
troduces  a  measure  because  of  the  fact 
that  there  are  so  many  conflicting  in¬ 
terests  throughout  the  United  States. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  wish  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  what  I  believe  is 
a  fair  question.  As  one  Senator  from  the 
northeastern  section  of  the  country  I 
should  like  to  know  of  what  the  com¬ 
promise  consisted.  Congress  passed  the 
Aiken  bill.  The  Aiken  Act  was  repealed 
by  the  Anderson  bill  containing  the  flex¬ 
ible  provision.  Then,  as  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  so  rightly  said,  during  the 
debate  the  Anderson  provisions  of  flex¬ 
ible  support  were  completely  wiped  out, 
and  provisions  which  fixed  90  per¬ 
cent  for  1950  and  80  percent  for  1951 
were  inserted.  I  now  ask  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  most  respectfully,  and  I 
hope  the  question  is  a  fair  one:  What 
was  that  a  compromise  between? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  will  recall  that  the  House  of 
Representatives  sent  to  the  Senate  a  bill 
which  contained  the  90-percent  support 
price  on  all  commodities.  It  was  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  wartime  support  price. 
The  Senate  passed  a  different  version. 
However,  we  had  a  very  difScult  time  with 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House. 
I  hope  my  good  friend  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  will  some  time  serve  as  a  conferee 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate  in  a  conference, 
on  which  there  are  members  represent¬ 
ing  peanuts  and  cotton  and  a  few  other 
products  raised  so  well  in  the  South. 
The  Senator  will  then  find  out  how  dif¬ 
ficult  it  is  to  reach  an  agreement  in  a 
conference  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  for 
another  question? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  ask  this  ques¬ 
tion  with  a  smile,  because  I  see  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  is  smiling. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  always  smile  when  I  am 
debating  with  my  friend  from  Massa- 

ClllIS6ttS 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  would  it  not  have  been  bet¬ 
ter  to  have  permitted  the  Aiken  Act  to 
go  into  effect? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator,  of  course, 
can  have  his  own  opinion  about  that. 
I  do  not  think  so.  As  the  result  of  what 
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has  happaned,  I  believe  the  bill  before 
us  is  all  right,  and  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
why. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Except  for  the 
name  “Aiken,”  would  it  not  have  been 
a  good  bill,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  No.  The  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  cannot  get  me  into  any 
argument  with  my  good  friend  the 
Senator  from  Vermont.  I  supported  the 
Aiken  bill,  as  the  Senator  well  knows.  I 
was  one  of  the  few  Senators  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle  who  stood  up  in  the  Eightieth 
Congress  and  supported  the  bill.  Many 
Democratic  Senators  did  not  support  it. 
But  the  hue  and  cry  is  constantly  being 
raised  against  the  farm  program  as  it 
exists  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  for  a 
question? 

Ml-.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  If  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  IvEsl,  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrickson],  the 
Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges  and  Mr.  TobeyI,  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  [Mr.  Cain],  and 
myself,  were  adopted,  would  it  not  mean 
that  the  flexible  provisions  of  the  Ander¬ 
son  Act  would  become  effective  immedi¬ 
ately?  Those  are  the  same  provisions 
the  Senator -from  Illinois  himself  stood 
on  the  floor  and  debated  and  defended 
so  enthusiastically  as  late  as  last  Oc¬ 
tober. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  is  correct  about  that.  Let  me  say 
to  my  friend  that  this  is  not  strictly  a 
farm  bill.  What  we  are  doing  here  is 
attempting  to  give  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  more  borrowing  power. 

When  the  Senator  brings  before  the 
Senate  the  kind  of  amendment  he  has 
just  submitted,  he  immediately  projects 
the  farm  flght  over  again.  If  we  were 
to  adopt  this  kind  of  an  amendment, 
Congress  would  not  get  away  from  here 
for  some  time,  because  nothing  like  it 
will  be  passed  by  the  House.  If  the 
Senate  were  to  insist  upon  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill  affecting  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  which  is  now  before 
us,  repealing  the  present  farm  program, 
we  would  be  here  for  a  long,  long  time, 
I  will  say  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 
It  is  simply  not  practical  to  consider 
such  an  amendment.  The  Senator  is 
simply  inviting  a  considerable  amount 
of  trouble  by  submitting  the  amendment. 
Ordinarily  I  might  go  along  with  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  on  such  a  pro¬ 
posal,  but  not  at  this  particular  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  not  agree  with  me  that 
about  the  only  difference  between  our 
offering  the  amendment  to  this  bill,  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  offering  his 
potato  amendment  to  the  cotton- acre¬ 
age  bill,  is  that  perhaps  there  Is  more 
corn  grown  in  the  Midwest  than  pota¬ 
toes?  Both  repeal  existing  law. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  There  is  a  good  deal  of 
corn  raised  in  the  Midwest,  and  we  are 


not  going  to  use  it  to  feed  to  the  chick¬ 
ens  in  Delaware.  We  are  going  to  keep 
the  price  of  corn  where  it  belongs.  If 
we  do  not  keep  the  basic  commodities  of 
agriculture  at  decent  prices,  no  money 
will  be  made  on  chickens  in  Delaware, 
notwithstanding  what  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  or  others  may  think  about  the 
controls. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Not  at  this  moment. 
The  Senator  from  Delaware  already  has 
interrupted  me. 

Mr.  President,  every  Senator,  even  my 
friend  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
knows  that  without  a  prosperous  agricul¬ 
ture  there  cannot  be  a  prosperous  Ameri¬ 
ca.  We  saw  what  happened  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  back  in  the  days  of  1931,  1932,  and 
1933;  and  we  know  what  happened  to 
America  at  that  time.  Similarly,  we  know 
what  was  the  buying  power  of  the  friends 
and  constituents  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  at  that  time.  It  was  the  little 
end  of  nothing,  down  to  a  flne  point,  so 
far  as  the  farmers  were  concerned.  If 
we  are  to  have  a  prosperous  Nation,  the 
wheat  farmers  and  the  corn  farmers 
and  the  cotton  farmers  and  the  other 
farmers  must  be  prosperous,  because 
some  35,000,000  persons  are  engaged  in 
the  agricultural  industry,  and  they  con¬ 
stitute  the  greatest  single  segment  of 
real  buying  power  there  is  in  the  United 
States.  So  long  as  the  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  keep  where  they 
should  be,  the  wages  of  labor  will  remain 
where  they  belong,  the  laboring  man 
will  have  buying  power,  and  that  will 
keep  the  national  Income  where  it 
should  be.  Certainly  we  must  have  a 
national  income  somewhere  near  the 
maximum  if  we  are  to  keep  our  economy 
strong  and  vigorous. 

Mr.  President,  I  did  not  expect  to  get 
into  an  argument  of  this  sort;  but  since 
I  have,  I  wish  to  state  that  since  1938, 
since  the  farm  program  has  been  in  ex¬ 
istence,  the  basic  commodities — corn, 
wheat,  tobacco,  cotton,  peanuts,  and 
rice — taken  as  a  whole  have  made 
money  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  If  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  disputing  the  statement  I 
have  just  made,  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  dispute  it;  yes.  Is 
not  the  Senator  from  Illinois  aware  of 
the  fact  that  the  only  way  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  has  made  money 
on  this  so-called  basic  commodities  is 
by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  in  the  past 
few  years  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  given  away  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars’  worth  of  these  commodities  and 
charged  the  loss  to  other  Government 
agencies. 

I  have  previously  placed  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord  evidence  to  support  that  statement. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  agree  at  all  with 
that  statement;  I  challenge  it.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  has  made  that  state¬ 
ment  before  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Just  a  moment,  Mr. 
President;  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
wants  to  do  all  the  talking  in  the  course 
of  these  debates.  That  is  why  some¬ 


times  I  dislike  to  debate  with  him,  be¬ 
cause  he  simply  will  not  let  me  flnish 
what  I  wish  to  say  when  I  have  the  floor. 

I  wish  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
would  get  the  figures  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  or  from  any  other 
source  and  would  show  me  where  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  lost 
billions  of  dollars.  It  simply  is  not  a 
fact  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  lost  billions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  stated  many 
times,  and  I  have  just  checked  it  with 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellen- 
der]  and  with  the  clerk  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  that  the 
Government  has  lost  no  money  on  the 
basic  commodities;  in  the  12  years  dur¬ 
ing  which  this  program  has  been  in  ef¬ 
fect,  I  undertake  to  say — and  no  one 
can  successfully  challenge  the  state¬ 
ment — that  on  the  basic  agricultural 
commodities  for  which  provisions  have 
been  made  for  storage  or  control  through 
acreage  allotments,  marketing  agree¬ 
ments,  and  marketing  quotas,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  lost  no  money.  The  money 
which  has  been  lost  has  been  in  the  east¬ 
ern  and  northern  sections  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  primarily  upon  potatoes.  The  po¬ 
tato  has  given  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  the  real  “black  eye,”  so  far  as  the 
entire  agricultural  program  is  concerned. 
The  figures  show  that  $383,000,000  have 
been  lost  on  potatoes  alone. 

My  contention  has  been  from  the  be¬ 
ginning  that  if  the  Government  would 
confine  its  operations  to  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  alone,  as  established  originally 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
and  would  get  away  from  the  discretion¬ 
ary  or  mandatory  power  regarding  price 
supports  on  the  perishables  and  the  non- 
storables  and  the  non-basic  agricultural 
commodities,  the  farm  program  would 
not  fail  under  any  circumstances. 

However,  so  long  as  we  permit  farmers 
to  grow  as  many  potatoes  as  they  wish 
to  grow  and  so  long  as  we  permit  com¬ 
modities  to  come  on  the  market  without 
any  control  over  them,  just  so  long  v/ill 
we  have  a  great  deal  of  trouble  arising 
from  payments  to  the  particular  farm¬ 
ers  concerned. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  should 
like  to  see  the  discretionary  power  and 
the  mandatory  power  stripped  from  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  respect  to 
a  great  many  of  the  non-basic  commod¬ 
ities,  and  I  should  like  to  see  the  farm 
program  stand  or  fall  upon  that  basis. 
In  that  case,  I  know  what  the  price  of 
pork  will  be  in  my  section  of  the  coun¬ 
try;  for  so  long  as  the  price  of  corn  is 
high,  the  price  of  pork  will  be  high,  and 
so  will  the  price  of  cattle  that  are  shipped 
from  the  West  to  be  fattened  on  corn 
in  the  East,  to  make  prime  beef. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  unalterably  op¬ 
posed  to  this  amendment;  it  has  no 
place  in  the  bill.  It  should  not  be 
adopted.  I  predict  that  it  will  not  be 
adopted  unless  Senators  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  agriculture  desire  at  this  time, 
when  we  are  only  a  few  months  or  a  few 
days  away  from  the  closing  of  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress,  to  riddle  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  in  its  entirety. 

I  am  surprised  that  these  good  Sena¬ 
tors  should  offer  this  amendment.  I 
know  they  offer  it  in  good  faith;  but  cer- 
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tainly  it  cannot  be  adopted,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  it  has  not  place  whatsoever  in  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  did  not  intend  to  dis¬ 
cuss  that  matter;  I  intended  to  discuss 
another  one,  which  is  of  considerable 
importance  in  connection  with  this  bill, 
namely,  the  amendment  we  adopted  last 
year  regarding  the  disposition  of  sur¬ 
plus  commodities. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  the  Senator  goes  to  another  sub¬ 
ject.  will  he  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  wish  to  say  that 
recently  I  inserted  in  the  Congressional 
Record  figures  showing  that  during  the 
past  18  months,  alone,  we  gave  away  at 
home  and  abroad  nearly  $3,500,000,000 
worth  of  agricultural  commodities,  while 
during  the  same  period  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  showed  a  loss  of  only 
$327,000,000.  The  Corporation’s  re¬ 
ports  do  not  tell  the  full  story  of  the 
cost  of  our  agricultural  policies.  Our 
expenditures  in  all  Government  agen¬ 
cies  must  be  combined.  Then  only  may 
the  taxpayer  know  the  true  cost. 

Instead  of  the  Government’s  making 
money  on  corn,  as  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  said  the  Government  did,  actually 
the  Government  gave  away  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars’  worth  of  corn. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  How  many  millions  of 
dollars’  worth  does  the  Senator  say? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Government 
gave  aw’ay  $121,722,455  worth  of  corn 
during  the  12  months  of  the  fiscal  year 
1949.  At  the  same  time  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  claimed  a  loss  of  only 
$527  447 

Mr.  LUCA.S.  Who  got  that  corn? 
Illinois  did  not. 

Mr.  V/ILLIAMS.  Illinois  might  not 
have  fared  so  well  in  1949,  however,  I 
understand  that  Illinois  is  doing  better 
now. 

The  occupied  areas  got  $30,899,902 
worth,  and  $91,350,000  worth  went  for 
ECA  grants. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  discussing  the 
merits  of  these  proposals,  but  I  wish  to 
point  out  that  the  reason  why  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  books  show  a 
profit  on  their  operations  in  corn,  wheat, 
cotton,  and  tobacco  has  been  that  we 
have  been  giving  them  away  abroad, 
without  charging  the  losses  to  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  this  agency.  The  losses  appear 
in  other  Government  agencies.  Of 
course,  the  taxpayer  does  not  care  ex¬ 
actly  which  Government  agency  loses 
his  money;  what  he  really  is  concerned 
about  is  that  his  money  is  gone. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
the  strangest  argument  I  ever  heard — 
that  money  can  be  made  for  a  Govern¬ 
ment  corporation  by  giving  things  away. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  not  my  argument;  it  is  the  argument 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  supporting. 
I  agree  that  it  certainly  is  strange. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  No;  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  just  made  that  argument. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  I  was  quoting 
from  tile  report,  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  I  say  it  is  a  very  strange 
argument,  for  either  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corpora';icn,  or  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  to  claim  supporting  these  basic 


commodities  is  not  costing  the  taxpayer 
millions. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  should  like  to  know 
who  got  the  $120,000,000  worth  of  corn. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  should  be  able  to  find  that  out. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  deals  v/ith  figures  all  the  time,  Mr. 
President.  He  should  be  a  certified  pub¬ 
lic  accountant.  I  never  saw  anyone  who 
deals  with  so  many  figures  on  so  many 
questions.  I  must  admit  that  it  is  a  little 
difficult  for  me  to  understand  where  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  gets  the  figures 
he  uses. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  briefly? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  No. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  merely  want  to  tell 
the  Senator - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Very  well;  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  simply  wish  to  tell 
the  Senator  that,  so  far,  the  figures  I 
placed  in  the  Record  have  gone  unchal¬ 
lenged,  and  they  have  been  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  for  periods  of  from  30  to  60  days. 
Perhaps  it  is  time  some  figuring  be  done 
in  regard  to  these  matters. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  just  challenged  the 
Senator  to  show  where  the  $120,000,000 
worth  of  corn  was  given  away,  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  replied  that  I 
could  find  that  out. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  not  yield  further. 

Mr.  V/ILLIAMS.  Very  well;  let  the 
Senator  proceed.  I  merely  wanted  to 
answer  the  question. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Just  a  moment,  please. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Anyway,  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  a  very  fine  gentleman. 
He  is  making  a  very  good  Senator.  He 
represents  his  constituency  well,  espe¬ 
cially  when  he  deals  with  figures.  I  hope 
he  continues  to  do  that.  He  has  a  sort 
of  mania  for  figures. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  assure  the  Senator 
I  shall  be  doing  that  as  long  as  I  am  in 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
will,  and  when  he  gets  through  with  this 
set  of  figures  he  will  have  another  set  to 
present,  somewhere  along  the  line. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  is  ex¬ 
actly  correct. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
have  yielded  to  him  again.  Does  the 
Senator  want  me  to  yield  to  him  again? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  If  the  Senator 
wishes  to  do  so;  yes. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  in  con¬ 
sidering  the  question  of  disposal  of  the 
surplus  foodstuffs  which  have  been  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  many  of  us  who  are  greatly 
concerned  with  this  question  constantly 
return  to  the  premise  that  there  is  really 
but  one  solution  to  the  problem. 

The  answer  is  obvious.  It  is  to  get  this 
good  food  into  the  stomachs  of  people 
who  need  it  before  it  goes  to  waste.  That 
is  one  of  the  things  we  have  been  talking 
about,  namely,  the  surplus  food  which 
exists  in  this  country,  and  what  to  do 
about  it. 

Now,  we  all  realize  that  that  is  not  as 
simple  as  it  sounds.  The  problem  has 
to  be  attacked  from  many  points,  and 
we  certainly  have  been  working  on  it. 


We  adopted  an  agricultural  plan  last 
year  which  will  tend  to  gradually  de¬ 
crease  production  of  the  farms  to  bring 
the  balance  between  production  and  con¬ 
sumption  more  nearly  into  equilibrium. 

We  have  extended  our  reciprocal- 
trade  program  in  order  to  find  larger 
markets  for  our  farm  commodities 
abroad.  We  have  used  our  farm  sur¬ 
pluses  intelligently  in  rebuilding  the 
strength  of  democratic  nations  through¬ 
out  the  world.  But  with  all  this  we  still 
have  surpluses. 

The  real  answer  is  that  we  must  find 
more  v/ays  to  increase  the  food  con¬ 
sumption  of  the  American  people  by 
methods  which  will  not  strait- jacket  the 
American  farmer  or  undermine  the 
neighborhood  grocer  who  is  the  key  man 
in  our  food-distribution  system. 

Last  year  the  Congress  made  a  small 
start  on  this  problem.  It  will  be  recalled 
that  under  section  416  of  Public  Law  439, 
the  1949,  Agricultural  Stabilization  Act 
approved  last  October  31,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  was  authorized,  in  order 
to  prevent  loss  through  spoilage,  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  commodities  acquired  under 
price-support  operations. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hoey],  who  is  now  occu¬ 
pying  the  chair,  who  is  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
well  remembers  the  debates  we  had  in 
committee  upon  that  very  proposition. 
The  Secretary  was  authorized  to  turn' 
such  commodities  over  to  the  Munitions 
Board  or  any  other  Federal  agency  that 
might  use  them  in  making  payment  for 
other  commodities  not  produced  in  the 
United  States. 

Furthermore,  any  other  commodities 
not  so  used  and  in  danger  of  spoiling 
could  be  disposed  of  according  to  pri¬ 
ority.  '  In  other  words,  Mr.  President,  so 
long  as  we  have  this  program,  so  long  as 
we  have  the  perishables  which  are  in 
surplus,  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  along 
with  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
and  other  Senators,  took  the  position 
that  we  should  try  to  do  something  to 
keep  such  commodities  from  spoiling 
and  being  thrown  away,  and  should  en¬ 
deavor  to  place  them  in  the  hands  of 
those  in  this  country  who  could  use 
them.  So  it  was  provided  that  such 
commodities  could  be  disposed  of  in  the 
following  order  of  priority; 

First,  to  school-lunch  programs,  to 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  to 
Federal,  State,  and  local  public-welfare 
organizations;  second,  to  private  wel¬ 
fare  organizations  for  the  assistance  of 
needy  people  within  the  United  States; 
and,  third,  to  private  welfare  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  assistance  of  needy  people 
outside  the  United  States.  That  is  the 
sum  and  substance  of  the  amendment 
which  was  adopted. 

All  that  State  and  local  organizations 
have  to  do  to  get  this  food — and  I  should 
like  to  have  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
pay  attention  to  this,  because  I  want  to 
give  him  a  little  advice  and  counsel  as 
to  just  what  this  legislation  means,  for 
I  am  sure  he  does  not  quite  understand 
it — all  that  State  and  local  organiza¬ 
tions  have  to  do  to  get  this  food  is  to  pay 
the  cost  of  transportation  from  the 
point  of  Government  storage.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  you  will  recall,  through  legislation 
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this  year,  the  Congress  made  it  possible 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pay 
the  cost  of  transportation  of  potatoes 
ordered  by  State  and  local  school-lunch 
and  public-welfare  organizations  for 
use  in  this  manner.  This  was  done  un¬ 
der  section  3  of  Public  Law  471. 

On  May  19  the  senior  Senator  from 
Delaware  called  attention  to  these  pro¬ 
grams.  His  remarks  may  be  found  on 
page  7305  of  the  Record.  ,  He  included  a 
table  showing  the  amounts  that  had  been 
ordered  by  the  various  States  during  the 
first  6  months  of  the  undertaking  up  to 
May  1,  1950. 

Although  he  placed  a  peculiar  inter¬ 
pretation  on  the  facts,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  extremely  grateful  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware. 

The  table  shows  that  Illinois  led  all 
States  in  the  ordering  of  surplus,  butter, 
cheese,  dried  eggs,  and  dried  milk  and 
was  second  only  to  Pennsylvania  in  or¬ 
dering  potatoes  for  her  needy  people. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  was  ob¬ 
viously  laboring  under  a  misapprehen¬ 
sion  of  what  this  action  on  the  part  of 
Illinois  involved.  He  made  this  conjec¬ 
ture,  and  I  quote: 

During  recent  weeks  I  have  heard  rumors 
that  these  free  commodities  were  being  dis¬ 
tributed  heavily  in  those  States  in  which 
there  were  key  elections  scheduled,  special 
emphasis  being  placed  on  the  State  of 
Illinois. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  apparent  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware,  of  course,  was 
not  making  a  political  gesture  there,  at 
all;  he  was  trying  to  be  absolutely  fair 
and  impartial  with  the  Senator  from 
Illinois.  He  has  advised  us  here  all  after¬ 
noon  as  to  how  wise  he  is  in  connection 
with  all  these  agricultural  matters,  so  he 
positively  knew  what  he  was  talking 
about  when  he  made  that  statement. 

Now  the  Senator  from  Illinois  believes 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has  been 
a  little  hasty  in  his  judgment  and  pro¬ 
poses  to  show  that  what  has  happened  in 
Illinois  is  not  an  election  year  stunt,  but 
rather  a  very  intelligent  application  of 
some  of  the  basic  philosophy  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  himself 
expressed. 

In  the  debate  that  occurred  on  the 
very  day  these  provisions  were  approved 
in  the  Senate — October  12,  1949 — the 
Senator  from  Delaware  spoke  out  in  what 
seemed  to  be  support  of  this  philosophy. 
On  page  14604  of  the  Record  for  that 
date  he  said: 

In  my  opinion,  there  has  not  been  and 
never  will  be  any  excuse  for  the  destruction 
of  good  edible  foods,  particularly  as  long  as 
we  have  people  in  our  own  country  who  are 
actually  hungry. 

It  will  be  noted  that  he  said  “particu¬ 
larly  as  long  as  we  have  people  in  our  own 
country  who  are  actually  hungry.” 
That  is  not  my  statement,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident.  It  is  the  statement  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware,  who  sometime  ago 
charged  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that 
because  the  Senator  from  Illinois  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  running  for  reelection  this 
year,  he  was  using  his  influence  to  get 
surplus  commodities  into  Illinois  in  order 
to  Influence  the  voters. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  LUCAS.  No,  I  do  not  yield.  That 
Is  exactly  the  interpretation  that  must  be 
placed  upon  the  statement  which  was 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 
It  is  perfectly  all  right  with  me  that  the 
Senator  makes  such  statements.  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  continue  to  put  such 
things  in  the  Record  about  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  because,  the  more  Senators 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  talk  about 
me,  the  better  I  like  it. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  people  in  Illi¬ 
nois  who,  though  not  hungry,  are  on  a 
somewhat  lean  diet,  and  we  sometime 
ago  set  out  to  do  something  about  it. 

Months  before  this  provision  was 
agreed  to  in  the  Congress,  the  State  of 
Illinois  under  the  splendid  farsighted 
leadership  of  that  great  Democratic  Gov¬ 
ernor,  Adlai  Stevenson — who,  by  the  way, 
though  I  do  not  think  it  has  been  told 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  recently, 
was  elected  2  years  ago  by  600,000  votes — 
was  making  plans  to  take  advantage  of 
the  distribution  of  free  surplus  commodi¬ 
ties  should  Congress  make  them  avail¬ 
able. 

This  was  a  move  not  only  to  aid  the 
needy  people  of  Illinois  but  also  to  co¬ 
operate  to  help  reduce  the  growing 
stores  of  surplus  foodstuffs  which  have 
been  hanging  like  a  great  shadow  over 
our  Midwest  farmers.  This  was  using 
sense  and  foresight  in  meeting  human 
problems  both  in  the  cities  and  on  the 
farms.  » 

Governor  Stevenson  and  his  State 
Welfare  Director,  Fred  K.  Hoehler,  one  of 
the  Nation’s  leading  welfare  authorities, 
former  president  of  the  American  Pub¬ 
lic  Welfare  Association  and  director  of 
the  Chicago  Community  Chest,  worked 
personally  on  this  matter.  They  made 
plans  for  transportation  and  storage  of 
these  commodities  throughout  the  areas 
of  need.  They  devised  a  system  of  certi¬ 
fying  needy  people  and  giving  them  iden- 
tiflcation  with  which  to  draw  their  allot¬ 
ments  at  the  warehouses.  When  Con¬ 
gress  approved  this  plan  last  October, 
their  machinery  was  ready  and  they 
swiftly  moved  into  action. 

The  system  of  procuring  and  distribut¬ 
ing  these  surplus  foods  was  entirely 
worked  out  by  the  Illinois  Public  Aid 
Commission,  a  great  body  in  which  Re¬ 
publicans  and  Democrats  alike  have  sub¬ 
merged  partisan  feeling  to  serve  the 
needy. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  had  abso¬ 
lutely  nothing  to  do  with  it  whatsoever. 
I  never  talked  to  the  governor  or  the 
State  welfare  director  with  reference  to 
it.  I  did  not  have  to,  because  we  have 
capable  and  competent  ofQcials  in  the 
executive  branch  of  the  government  in 
Illinois  who  were  watching  for  this  very 
thing  and  took  advantage  of  it. 

Officials  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  tell  me  that  the  States  of  Illinois 
and  Massachusetts  led  all  other  in  their 
advance  planning  and  preparations  to 
take  advantage  of  these  free  foods  when 
Congress  made  them  available. 

That  gives  me  a  terrific  sense  of  pride 
in  my  State  and  in  the  Democratic  ad¬ 
ministration  that  is  directing  its  affairs. 
The  Senator  from  Delaware  has  called 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  State  of 
Indiana  next  door  has  drawn  nothing 
like  the  proportion  that  Illinois  has 


taken.  Indiana  has  a  fine  Democratic 
administration  under  Gov.  Henry  P. 
Schricker.  However,  it  has  only  about 
40  percent  as  many  people  as  Illinois  and 
much  less  of  a  problem  of  concentration 
of  population  in  great  city  areas.  It  will 
be  noted  that  Pennsylvania  and  New 
York,  which  have  welfare  problems  simi¬ 
lar  to  Illinois  although  under  Republi¬ 
can  administrations,  have  taken  consid¬ 
erable  quantities  under  the  program  also. 

The  Agriculture  Department  officials 
tell  me  that  Illinois  had  a  considerable 
advantage  because  of  its  geographic  lo¬ 
cation.  A  good  share  of  this  butter, 
cheese,  dried  eggs  and  nonfat  dry  milk 
solids  was  produced  on  Illinois  farms  and 
processed  in  Illinois  factories.  A  very 
large  proportion  of  it  was  being  stored 
by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in 
Illinois,  mainly  in  Chicago.  Conse¬ 
quently,  the  cost  of  transportation  which 
the  State  must  bear,  was  low.  Most  of 
the  potatoes  ordered  came  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  Michigan,  and  from  the  Red  River 
Valley  of  Minnesota  and  North  Dakota. 

So  Illinois  with  the  help  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  thus,  was  mainly  using 
Illinois  products  to  meet  the  needs  of 
Illinois  people. 

If  the  Senator  from  Delaware  was  as 
familiar  with  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  operations  as  he  has  sometimes 
led  us  to  believe — he  has  certainly  led 
us  to  believe  it  this  afternoon — he  would 
know  that  there  is  no  question  involved 
of  the  Federal  Government  going  out  of 
its  way  to  distribute  anything  to  the 
States. 

It  is  a  question  for  the  initiative  of  the 
States;  it  is  not  a  question  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

The  burden  is  entirely  on  the  States  to 
take  advantage  of  this  program.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  notified  all 
States  equally  of  the  items  available  and 
their  points  of  storage.  From  there  on 
it  was  entirely  up  to  the  States  to  devise 
a  system  for  disposing  of  the  commodi¬ 
ties  and  put  in  their  orders  to  meet  their 
needs.  Under  the  law  the  Agriculture 
Department  could  not  dispose  of  a  pound 
that  the  State  of  Illinois  had  not  ordered. 

I  should  like  to  have  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  remember  that  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  could  not  dispose  of  a 
pound  of  certain  foods  until  the  State 
of  Illinois  had  complied  with  the  regula¬ 
tions  and  had  taken  the  initiative. 

As  I  have  said,  I  am  tremendously 
proud  that  Illinois  has  shown  this  out¬ 
standing  initiative  and  enterprise  in  tak¬ 
ing  good  solid  Illinois-produced  food  to 
expand  its  school-lunch  program,  to  give 
needy  old  folks  in  institutions  a  better 
diet,  to  help  widows  and  orphans,  and 
the  families  of  the  poor  and  the  handi¬ 
capped.  This  to  me  is  government  at 
its  best  and  demonstrates,  I  believe,  the 
great  wisdom  of  the  Congress  last  year 
in  making  this  program  possible. 

Before  I  close  I  should  like  to  read 
from  an  address  of  that  splendid  agri¬ 
cultural  economist,  our  able  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken].  It  is 
from  an  address  he  made  before  the 
Northeast  Dairy  Conference  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  March  31,  1950,  published  on 
page  2851  of  the  Appendix  of  the  Record 
for  April  10,  1950. 
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I  see  the  Senator  from  Vermont  enter¬ 
ing  the  Chamber.  I  hope  he  will  listen  as 
I  read. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  willing  to  listen.  I 
have  no  idea  what  the  quotation  may  be. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  It  is  diametrically  op¬ 
posed  to  the  philosophy  of  my  friend 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  but  I 
wanted  the  Senator  from  Vermont  to 
hear  it.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Vermont  said: 

With  mounting  surpluses  and  increasing 
unemployment,  there  is  no  time  to  be  lost 
in  meeting  the  challenge  head  on. 

We  have  learned  several  ways  now  not  to 
meet  the  problem.  We  can  no  longer  depend 
upon  dumping  surpluses  overseas.  We  can 
no  longer  rely  upon  the  destruction  of  food 
supplies  to  do  the  job,  particularly  in  view 
of  the  rising  tempo  of  consumer  wrath. 
Finally,  we  have  found  that  a  severe  restric¬ 
tion  of  production  on  the  farm  will  only  ag¬ 
gravate  rather  than  alleviate  our  troubles. 

There  is,  however,  right  at  our  front  door, 
the  solution  we  seek  if  we  can  only  find  a 
way  to  reach  it. 

That  large  element  of  our  population  that 
I  mentioned  in  the  beginning,  the  low-in- 
come  people  of  America,  would  prove  to  be 
an  outlet  for  most  of  our  surplus  production 
if  we  can  find  a  means  of  getting  badly 
needed  food  into  their  homes. 

The  Senator  went  on  then  to  describe 
his  proposed  food  allotment  program. 
Certainly  this  program  which  the  great 
State  of  Illinois  is  using  so  advanta¬ 
geously  is  a  fitting  forerunner  of  some 
such  plan  as  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
has  in  mind  when  the  technical  difficul¬ 
ties  can  be  worked  out. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  these  facts 
that  I  have  cited  will  clarify  the  mind  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  concerning 
the  rumors  that  he  has  heard  about  the 
acquisition  of  surplus  foodstuffs  by  the 
State  of  Illinois  to  help  its  needy  people 
and  its  farmers. 

I  thought  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
had  been  in  the  Senate  long  enough  not 
to  take  rumors  too  seriously  until  he 
finds  out  what  the  facts  really  are.  The 
Senator  must  know  that  Washington, 
D.  C.,  is  a  spot  where  there  are  more 
rumors  manufactured  than  there  are  in 
any  other  place  in  the  world.  I  did  not 
think  the  Senator  from  Delaware  would 
be  a  party  to  any  of  these  rumors,  be¬ 
cause  usually,  with  his  very  precise 
mind,  he  tries  to  find  out  what  are  the 
facts. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  in  the  Record  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks  a  table  showing  how  the 
quantities  of  surplus  food  acquired  by 
the  Illinois  Public  Aid  Commission  have 
been  used. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Distribution  in  Illinois  of  sec.  416  surplus 

foodstuffs,  first  6  months  to  May  1,  1950 


Butter :  Pounds 

Welfare  cases _ 1,220,000 

Institutions _  253,  760 

Cheese : 

Welfare  cases _  624,  000 

Institutions _  90,  540 

Schools _  1,  050 

Dried  eggs: 

Welfare  cases _  480,  000 

Institutions _  940 


Dried  milk:  Pounds 

Welfare  cases _  960,  000 

Institutions -  200 

Potatoes  (sec.  416  only) : 

Welfare  cases _  429,  000 

Institutions _  1,  861,  000 

Schools _  1,  083,  000 

(See.  3,  transport  paid  by  U.  S. 
Government)  : 

Welfare  cases _  3,  042,  000 

Institutions _  1,  415,  000 

Schools _  1,  006,  000 


Note. — Schools  under  the  school-lunch 
program  had  received  a  large  distribution 
of  butter,  cheese,  dried  eggs,  and  dried  milk 
just  before  the  sec.  416  commodities  be¬ 
came  available.  Institutions  had  received 
a  similar  distribution  of  dried  eggs  and  dried 
milk. 

Source:  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
May  19,  1950. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  that  con¬ 
cludes  my  address.  I  sincerely  hope  I 
have  not  said  anything  which  will  cause 
my  good  friend  from  Delaware  to  make 
a  longer  speech  than  he  had  anticipated. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Not  at  ail,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent. 

First,  I  want  to  thank  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  for  concurring  completely 
in  the  figures  I  placed  in  the  Record  in 
regard  to  the  free  distribution  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  in  Illinois.  As  he  has 
said,  we  should  not  act  on  rumors.  After 
hearing  these  rumors  sometime  ago,  I 
checked  with  the  Department  of  Agri- 
cultm’e,  which  supplied  the  figures  I  later 
placed  in  the  Record.  Those  figures 
showed  that  Illinois  was  getting  28  per¬ 
cent  of  all  the  free  dried  eggs,  39  percent 
of  all  the  free  cheese,  43  percent  of  all 
the  free  butter,  and,  as  the  Senator  said, 
around  9,000,000  pounds  of  potatoes.  The 
Senator  said  I  was  wrong  in  saying  that 
there  might  possibly  be  political  impli¬ 
cations  involved.  As  proof  he  pointed  out 
that  Pennsylvania  was  the  second  run¬ 
ner-up  in  getting  free  goods.  I  cannot 
help  but  wonder  whether  there  is  any 
significance  in  the  fact  that  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party  has  candidates  for  reelection 
in  Pennsylvania  also. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No,  I  cannot  yield. 
The  Senator  did  not  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yielded  many  times  to 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No,  I  cannot  yield. 
That  is  the  way  the  Record  stands,  and 
if  the  Senator  from  Illinois  wishes  to 
take  any  exception  to  the  figures  placed 
in  the  Record,  I  am  sure  he  can  take  it 
up  with  the  Department  of  Agricultm’e. 

As  to  his  statement  that  the  supporters 
of  this  amendment  are  trying  to  destroy 
the  farm  program,  I  will  make  only  a 
brief  statement.  I  do  not  want  to  speak 
on  the  amendment  tonight,  because  I 
understand  the  Senate  will  recess  in  a 
few  minutes.  The  amendment  cannot  be 
voted  on  until  after  the  committee 
amendments  are  acted  upon,  and  it  would 
be  more  appropriate  to  speak  at  the 
time  the  amendment  itself  is  offered. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  seems  to 
think  that  everyone  who  criticizes  the  ex¬ 
isting  farm  program  is  a  reactionary  of 
the  worst  type  and  is  also  antifarmer, 


but  I  call  particular  attention  to  the  fact 
that  as  recently  as  October  4,  1949,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas!  him¬ 
self  was  defending  the  amendment  which 
we  are  now  offering,  and  at  that  time  he 
bitterly  denounced  those  Senators  who 
defended  the  90  percent  support  price. 

I  read  from  the  Senator’s  statement 
once  before,  and  perhaps  I  should  read  a 
little  more  from  it,  because  the  Senator 
was  very  enthusiastic  at  that  time  for  a 
lower  support  price.  I  assume  he  must 
have  had  a  change  of  heart  in  the  mean¬ 
time.  On  October  4,  1949,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas!  said: 

There  Is  no  reason  why  any  other  Senator 
who  has  some  peculiar  commodity  which  he 
thinks  needs  supports  should  not  offer  an 
amendment  and  have  it  Included  in  the  bill. 
We  would  be  getting  right  back  to  where  we 
were,  to  the  wartime  supports,  and  would  be 
supporting  everything  at  90  percent.  That 
seems  to  be  the  trend  in  the  Congress.  If  it 
is  desired  to  do  that,  then,  regardless  of  what 
the  commodities  are,  let  us  support  all  of 
them,  the  126  agricultural  commodities,  re¬ 
gardless  of  how  much  is  produced,  turn  every¬ 
thing  loose,  and  give  them  a  90-percent  sup¬ 
port  price.  Then,  Mr.  President,  see  what 
happens  to  the  farm  program  in  about  2 
years  from  now. 

The  thing  that  surprises  me  is,  the  econ¬ 
omy-minded  Senators  upon  my  side  of  the 
aisle,  and  some  Senators  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle,  who  are  constantly  talking  about 
economy  in  government,  and  have  been  do¬ 
ing  so  all  through  the  session,  who  have  no 
hesitancy  in  getting  off  the  economy  band¬ 
wagon — no  hesitancy  whatever.  When  they 
are  concerned  with  price  supports  on  pro¬ 
ducts  grown  in  their  own  communities  they 
bring  up  all  this  tommy  rot  about  economy, 
and  they  try  to  force  the  majority  leader  to 
do  a  great  many  things  with  respect  to  reso¬ 
lutions  of  one  kind  and  another;  yet,  when 
the  time  comes  to  support  the  basic  commod¬ 
ities  under  a  guaranty  of  90  percent.  Sena¬ 
tors  do  not  hesitate  to  take  care  of  their 
people,  the  people  in  their  own  communities, 
with  that  kind  of  a  proposition,  regardless 
of  what  the  cost  may  be  in  the  fu¬ 
ture.  *  *  » 

There  are  certain  individuals  who  want  to 
keep  raising  support  prices  higher  and  high¬ 
er,  until  the  program  is  finally  broken  down. 
Such  people  are  never  satisfied  with  a  decent, 
honorable  support  price.  They  want  more 
and  more.  *  ♦  * 

I  believe  I  know  something  about  my  sec¬ 
tion  of  the_country.  I  cannot  speak  for  any 
other  section,  but  I  know  exactly  what  the 
farmers  in  my  section  desire  and  what  they 
believe  in  with  respect  to  a  farm  program. 
No  one  ever  dreamed,  when  during  war  times 
we  adopted  the  Steagall  amendments  sup¬ 
porting  everything  at  90  percent  because  of 
war,  that  we  would  ever  continue  it,  on  and 
on  and  on;  and  that  is  exactly  what  we  are 
doing.  Senators  eventually  cannot  get  away 
with  it.  It  may  be  possible  for  a  while,  but 
it  cannot  continue. 

I  have  just  quoted  excerpts  from  a 
speech  made  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  This  speech  was  made  prior  to  an 
election  year.  It  is  a  wonderful  speech. 

Mr.  President,  in  November  1949,  Con¬ 
gress  authorized  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture,  through  its  Secretary  Mr. 
Brannan  to  appoint  an  advisory  com¬ 
mittee  to  advise  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  as  to  what  should  be  done  in 
relation  to  the  domestic  agricultural  sup¬ 
port  program  and  particularly  to  advise 
how  it  related  to  our  international  pol¬ 
icy.  This  report  is  most  revealing. 
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Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  at  this  time  that  the  report  be 
printed  in  its  entirety  at  this  point  in 
the  Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Foreign  Agricultural  Trade  Policy  Advisory 
Committee  Submits  Report 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Trade  Policy  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee,  formed  in  November, 
1949  to  advise  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  matters  involving 
foreign  agricultural  trade  and  policies,  has 
submitted  a  report  to  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  Charles  F.  Brannan  following  its  second 
meeting  April  24  and  25. 

The  report  is  the  second  submitted  to 
Secretary  Brannan  by  the  Committee.  The 
first,  rendered  after  the  Committee’s  initial 
meeting  January  6,  1950,  emphasized  the 
magnitude  of  the  foreign  trade  problem  and 
the  need  for  detailed  study  by  both  Govern¬ 
ment  and  trade  groups,  and  suggested  full 
exploration  of  questions  involved  prior  to 
specific  policy  recommendations.  Seven 
policy  areas  were  listed  for  such  exploration. 
(Press  release  USDA  62-50.) 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Trade  Policy 
Advisory  Committee  is  composed  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  farm  organizations,  land-grant 
colleges,  the  agricultural  press  and  agricul¬ 
tural  industry  Invited  by  Secretary  Brannan 
to  serve  as  members.  (Press  releases  USDA 
22-50  and  2526-49.) 

The  committee’s  second  report  follows: 

“The  agricultural  industries  of  the  United 
States  are  being  rapidly  and  dramatically 
confronted  with  problems  growing  out  of  the 
alleviation  of  wartime  and  postwar  shortages 
of  farm  products.  As  a  result  farmers  and 
others  Interested  in  agricultural  production 
and  marketing  policies  must  of  necessity  give 
prompt  and  vigorous  attention  to  the  devel¬ 
oping  foreign-trade  situation  as  it  affects  the 
probable  future  foreign  markets  for  Ameri¬ 
can  farm  products. 

“One  of  the  questions  which  needs  to  be 
weighed  most  carefully  in  this  connection  is 
the  fact  that  any  agricultural  or  other  pro¬ 
gram  which  endeavors  to  maintain  prices 
above  market  levels  for  any  considerable 
share  of  the  time  is  inevitably  nationalistic. 
It  comes  into  conflict  with  efforts  to  develop 
international  trade  and  other  forms  of  inter¬ 
national  cooperation. 

“Such  programs  are  nationalistic  and  take 
us  back  on  the  road  to  isolationism  because: 

“1.  They  lead  to  well-nigh  Irresistible  de¬ 
mands  that  trade  barriers  be  raised  to  keep 
products  of  other  nations  from  sharing  in 
the  artificially  high  prices  they  provide. 

“2.  They  involve  keeping  American  re¬ 
sources  out  of  fullest  use  to  cui'tall  output  in 
order  to  raise  prices,  and  it  is  not  logical 
to  expect  that  Imports  which  will  defeat  that 
objective  will  be  acceptable. 

“3.  They  Increase  the  difficulties  of  ex¬ 
porting  because  prices  are  above  those  from 
competing  sources  of  supply. 

“4.  They  foster  programs  of  export  dump¬ 
ing  which  Invite  retaliation  from  other 
countries. 

“5.  They  require  barriers  to  keep  products 
sold  abroad  at  lower  prices  from  returning 
to  our  markets. 

"6.  The  encourage  an  expansion  of  State 
trading  because  of  the  Government  controls 
necessary  in  their  effective  operation. 

“7.  They  encourage  similar  nationalistic 
programs  for  the  expansion  of  uneconomic 
production  in  other  countries  to  replace  our 
products  which  in  turn  will  lead  to  further 
demands  for  restrictive  action. 

“While  the  inevitable  adjustments  in  the 
postwar  pattern  of  international  trade  will 
probably  impose  rather  heavy  adjustment 
problems  on  some  segments  of  agriculture, 
it  must  also  be  recognized  that  similar  ad¬ 
justments  may  be  required  of  other  segments 


of  the  American  economy.  To  the  extent 
that  nonagricultural  imports  into  this  coun¬ 
try  may  be  developed  as  a  result  of  a  high 
level  of  domestic  business,  a  high  level  of 
world  production  and  trade,  and  a  minimum 
of  restrictive  barriers,  the  necessary  down¬ 
ward  adjustments  in  our  Important  agricul¬ 
tural  industries  may  be  minimized.  Our 
agricultural  and  other  programs  should  have 
sufficient  flexibility  to  make  them  adaptable 
to  a  constructive  foreign-trade  policy. 

“The  United  States  today  is  the  world’s 
leading  Nation.  As  such,  it  must  weigh  the 
consequences  of  its  every  action  on  its  rela¬ 
tionship  to  the  rest  of  the  world.  Our  efforts 
to  get  other  countries  to  lower  trade  barriers 
and  to  work  together  for  maintaining  an  en¬ 
during  world  peace  will  be  seriously  ham¬ 
pered,  if  not  completely  nullified,  if  this 
country  pursues  domestic  programs  in  con¬ 
flict  with  our  international  aims.  It  is  es¬ 
sential  that  Americans  generally  recognize 
these  facts.’’ 

Members  of  the  committee  who  attended 
the  April  24-25  meeting  were:  Homer  L. 
Brinkley,  secretary  and  general  manager, 
American  Rice  Growers’  Cooperative  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Lake  Charles,  La.;  E.  F.  Creekmore, 
E.  F.  Creekmore  &  Co.,  New  Orleans,  La.; 
E.  W.  J.  Hearty,  E.  W.  J.  Hearty,  Inc.,  New 
York,  N.  Y.;  Edward  J.  Grimes,  vice  presi¬ 
dent,  Cargill,  Inc.,  Minneapolis,  Minn.;  O.  B. 
Jesness,  head.  Division  of  Agricultural  Eco¬ 
nomics,  University  of  Minnesota,  St.  Paul, 
Minn.;  Paul  D.  Sanders,  editor.  The  Southern 
Planter,  Richmond,  Va.;  W.  A.  Schoenfeld, 
dean  of  the  School  of  Agriculture,  Oregon 
State  College,  Corvallis,  Oreg.;  R.  E.  Short, 
vice  president,  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration,  Brinkley,  Ark.,  and  Jesse  W.  Tapp, 
vice  president.  Bank  of  America,  San  Fran¬ 
cisco,  Calif. 

Committee  members  unable  to  be  present 
were:  A.  S.  Goss,  master,  the  National 
Grange,  Washington,  D.  C.;  Robert  F.  Loree, 
chairman  of  board,  National  Foreign  Trade 
Council,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.  Y.;  W.  I.  Myers, 
dean  of  the  College  of  Agriculture,  Cornell 
University,  Ithaca,  N.  Y.;  Edward  J.  O’Brien, 
Jr.,  Edward  J.  O’Brien  Co.,  Louisville,  Ky.; 
and  James  G.  Patton,  president.  Farmers 
Educational  and  Cooperative  Union  of 
America. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  call  attention  to  certain  recom¬ 
mendations  which  this  committee  made 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  The  re¬ 
port  is  dated  the  28th  day  of  April  1950. 
This  was  long  before  the  present  bill  was 
introduced  in  Congress.  It  was  after 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  introduced 
his  proposed  amendment.  I  read  from 
the  report  as  follows; 

The  agricultural  Industries  of  the  United 
States  are  being  rapidly  and  dramatically 
confronted  with  problems  growing  out  of  the 
alleviation  of  wartime  and  postwar  shortages 
of  farm  products.  As  a  result,  farmers  and 
others  Interested  in  production  and  market¬ 
ing  policies  must  of  necessity  give  prompt 
and  vigorous  attention  to  the  developing  for¬ 
eign-trade  situation  as  it  affects  the  prob¬ 
able  future  foreign  markets  for  American 
farm  products. 

One  of  the  questions  which  needs  to  be 
weighed  most  carefully  in  this  connection  is 
the  fact  that  any  agricultural  or  other  pro¬ 
gram  which  endeavors  to  maintain  prices 
above  market  levels  for  any  considerable 
share  of  the  time  is  inevitably  nationalistic. 
It  comes  Into  conflict  with  efforts  to  develop 
international  trade  and  other  forms  of  In¬ 
ternational  cooperation.  Such  programs  are 
nationalistic  and  take  us  back  on  the  road 
to  isolationism. 

Mr.  President,  according  to  this  report, 
apparently  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in 
this  election  year  is  turning  to  isolation¬ 


ism,  because  he  is  now  advocating  high 
support  prices,  which  this  board  said 
will  not  work. 

Continuing,  they  say  that  such  pro¬ 
grams  ar::  nationalistic  and  take  us  back 
on  the  road  to  isolationism  because — 

1.  They  lead  to  well-nigh  irresistible  de¬ 
mands  that  trade  barriers  be  raised  to  keep 
products  of  other  nations  from  sharing  in 
the  artificially  high  prices  they  provide. 

2.  They  Involve  keeping  American  re¬ 
sources  out  of  fullest  use  to  curtail  output 
in  order  to  raise  prices,  and  it  is  not  logical 
to  expect  that  imports  which  will  defeat  that 
objective  will  be  acceptable. 

3.  They  increase  the  difficulties  of  export¬ 
ing  because  prices  are  above  those  from  com¬ 
peting  sources  of  supply. 

4.  They  foster  programs  of  export  dumping 
which  invite  retaliation  from  other  countries. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  dumping  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  at  far  below  the 
level  at  which  they  are  being  offered  to 
the  American  people.  We  are  offering 
wheat  and  corn  to  foreign  countries  at 
cheaper  prices  than  they  are  being  sold 
in  this  country  to  our  own  dairy  and 
poultry  farmers.  That  is  all  being  done 
in  order  to  maintain  agricultural  prices 
in  the  Midwest  at  an  artificially  high 
level.  As  the  Senator  from  Illinois  said 
last  year,  we  have  an  unsound  and  un¬ 
realistic  agricultural  program. 

5.  They  require  barriers  to  keep  products 
sold  abroad  at  lower  prices  from  returning  to 
our  markets. 

• 

I  shall  not  read  the  remainder  of  the 
report,  Mr.  President,  because  it  has  al¬ 
ready  been  Incorporated  in  the  Record. 

However,  I  wish  to  read  the  member¬ 
ship  of  the  committee  which  drew  up 
this  report.  The  members  are: 

Homer  L.  Brinkley,  secretary  and  gen¬ 
eral  manager,  American  Rice  Growers’ 
Cooperative  Association,  Lake  Charles, 
La.;  E.  P.  Creekmore,  E.  F.  Creekmore 
&  Co.,  New  Orleans,  La. ;  E.  W.  J.  Hearty, 
Inc.,  New  York,  N.  Y.;  Edward  J.  Grimes, 
vice  president,  Cargill,  Inc.,  Minneapolis, 
Minn.;  O.  B.  Jesness,  head.  Division  of 
Agricultural  Economics,  University  of 
Minnesota,  St.  Paul,  Minn.;  Paul  D. 
Sanders,  editor,  the  Southern  Planter, 
Richmond,  Va.;  W.  A.  Schoenfeld,  dean 
of  the  School  of  Agriculture,  Oregon 
State  College,  Corvallis,  Oreg.;  R.  E. 
Short,  vice  president,  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation,  Brinkley,  Ark.,  and 
Jesse  W.  Tapp,  vice  president.  Bank  of 
America,  San  Francisco,  Calif. 

The  other  members  who  were  unable 
to  attend,  but  who  did  not  file  a  minority 
report,  are: 

A.  S.  Goss,  master,  the  National 
Grange,  Washington,  D.  C.;  Robert  F. 
Loree,  chairman  of  the  board.  National 
Foreign  Trade  Council,  Inc.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. ;  W.  I.  Myers,  dean  of  the  College  of 
Agriculture,  Cornell  University,  Ithaca, 
N.  Y.;  Edward  J.  O’Brien,  Jr.,  Edward  J. 
O’Brien  Co.,  Louisville,  Ky.,  and  James 
G.  Patton,  president.  Farmers  Educa¬ 
tional  and  Cooperative  Union  of  America. 

This  group  of  men  said  that  the  agri¬ 
cultural  program  as  it  is  now  in  our  books 
is  extremely  nationalistic,  and  those  who 
favor  it  are  isolationists. 

As  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  said; 
I  have  always  been  unalterably  opposed 
to  an  agricultural  program  which  was 
based  upon  the  destruction  of  good  edible 
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foods  in  this  country.  I  am  still  opposed 
to  it.  We  have  a  program  on  our  hooks 
today  under  which  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  are  being  destroyed.  I  think 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  will  agree  with 
me  that  many  more  products  will  be 
destroyed  unless  we  drop  this  support 
level. 

What  are  we  going  to  do  with  this 
unwieldly  accumulation  of  eggs,  butter, 
prunes,  raisins,  honey,  milk,  peanuts, 
cotton,  tobacco,  wheat,  corn,  along  with 
the  many  other  commodities  now  stored 
in  the  caves  and  warehouses  throughout 
our  country? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  before  I 
move  that  the  Senate  go  into  executive 
session,  I  wish  to  make  one  brief  reply  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  has  discussed  this 
farm  program  all  afternoon,  and  it  is  ap¬ 
parent  that  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
does  not  know  the  fundamental  or  basic 
principle  of  the  agricultural  act.  I  do 
not  like  to  say  that,  but  if  the  Senator 
believes  what  he  has  said,  it  is  apparent 
that  he  does  not  know  the  fundamental 
principles  of  the  agricultural  act  as  it  is 
in  existence  at  this  time.  I  do  not  care 
to  argue  any  further  with  the  Senator. 
I  do  not  care  to  argue  with  him  any  fur¬ 
ther  tonight,  and  I  do  not  wish  to  extend 
the  argument  tomorrow.  As  usual,  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  trying  to  bring 
politics  into  the  discussion.  The  farm 
program  has  Always  been  on  a  bipartisan 
basis.  Senators  from  the  Midwest,  both 
Republicans  and  Democrats,  have  been 
going  along  on  that  basis  from  the  time 
that  the  McNary-Haugen  bill  was  intro¬ 
duced  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  many 
years  ago.  It  is  absurd  and  ridiculous 
for  the  Senator  to  infer,  simply  because 
our  officials  in  the  State  of  Illinois  hap¬ 
pen  to  be  efficient  and  happen  to  be  on 
the  job,  and  are  complying  with  this  act. 


that  politics  is  involved  in  It.  That  is 
what  we  get  from  the  Republican  side  of 
the  aisle.  We  are  always  being  told  that 
this  involves  politics. 

There  is  no  politics  in  this;  there  was 
no  politics  in  the  bill  we  passed  last  year 
when  we  made  money  available  for  the 
transportation  of  surplus  commodities 
to  communities  throughout  the  United 
States,  to  different  organizations  which 
could  qualify.  Instead  of  charging  poli¬ 
tics  the  Senator  should  be  congratulat¬ 
ing  the  officials  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 
He  has  not  anything  to  say  about  the 
officials  of  the  State  of  Delaware.  I  do 
not  know  what  they  have  done  in  Dela¬ 
ware  to  comply  with  the  act,  but  those 
who  have  been  on  the  job,  showing  effi¬ 
ciency,  and  exhibiting  outstanding  mer¬ 
it  in  government,  like  the  group  in  Illi¬ 
nois  that  is  governing  the  State  at  the 
present  time,  have  performed  well  with 
respect  to  the  amendment  which  Con¬ 
gress  adopted,  and  in  which  Congress 
asked  them  to  take  action. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  execu¬ 
tive  business. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  care  to  prolong  the  debate  indefi¬ 
nitely,  but  the  Senator  from  Illinois  said 
that  this  afternoon  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  had  been  making  a  speech 
which  indicated  that  he  did  not  know 
what  he  was  talking  about  in  reference 
to  the  farm  program.  I  merely  want  the 
Record  to  show  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  not  made  his  own  speech 
on  the  amendment  today.  What  I  have 
done  this  afternoon  has  been  to  read  a 
speech  which  was  previously  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas] 
and  if  the  Senator  from  Illinois  wants  to 
now  claim  that  that  speech  was  dumb 
and  displayed  a  lack  of  understanding  of 
our  agricultural  programs,  I  want  him 
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to  understand  that  he  is  speaking  dis¬ 
paragingly  of  his  own  speech  made  last 
October. 

At  the  same  time  I  read  into  the 
Record  a  statement  made  by  the  ad¬ 
visory  board  appointed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  and  I  listed  the  names. 
If  the  Senator  from  Illinois  thinks  that 
advisory  board,  in  turn,  did  not  know 
what  they  were  talking  about,  let  the 
Record  show  that  that  is  his  opinion — 
not  mine.  If  he  wants  to  take  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  neither  of  them  knew  what  they 
were  talking  about  in  reference  to  the 
agricultural  program,  I  disagree  with 
him. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  had  the  fioor, 
and  was  interrupted.  He  has  moved 
that  the  Senate  go  into  executive  session. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  yield  to.  the 
Senator  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

RECESS 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  until  12 
o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  15  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Tuesday, 
June  6,  1950,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINA’nON 

Executive  nomination  received  by  the 
Senate  June  5  (legislative  day  of  March 
29),  1950: 

Diplomatic  and  Foreign  Service 
Henry  P.  Grady,  of  California,  now  Ambas¬ 
sador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  to 
Greece,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and 
Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ican  to  Iran. 
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\he  Senate  did  not  embrace  this  class  of 
^iens. 

(6)  Four  thousand  visas  are  authorized  to 
be  i*ued  during  a  period  ending  June  30, 

1951,  to  certain  aliens  who  resided  in  China 

as  displaced  persons  or  refugees  on  July 
1,  1948,  oKon  the  effective  date  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and' who  have  not  subsequently  been 
received  foit,  permanent  residence  by  any 
other  countrySother  than  the  United  States. 
The  Displaced  'Versons  Act  of  1948  did  not 
embrace  this  clasa.of  aliens.  The  bill  (H.  R. 
4567)  as  it  passed 'the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  and  as  it  pasS^d  the  Senate  provided 
for  the  issuance  of  4,(J&0  visas  to  this  class  of 
aliens.  The  conferees  ^agreed  to  retain  in 
the  act  the  provision  '^iginatlng  in  the 
Senate  which  limits  the  (Aass  to  those  who 
have  not  subsequently  beto  received  for 
permanent  residence  by  any^country  other 
than  the  United  States.  v 

(7)  Five  thousand  nonquota  ■neas  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  issued  during  a  per^d  ending 
June  30,  1951,  to  eligible  dlsplaced^^phans. 
The  Displaced  Persons  Act  of  1948  authorized 
the  Issuance  of  3,000  nonquota  visas  th  eli¬ 
gible  displaced  orphans.  The  bill  (1 
4567)  as  it  passed  the  House  of  Represen^- 
tlves  and  as  it  passed  the  Senate  authorize? 
the  Issuance  of  5,000  nonquota  visas  to  eli-  '' 
gible  displaced  orphans.  The  conference 
agreed  to  enlarge  the  class  of  eligible  dis¬ 
placed  orphans  to  include  Greek  displaced 
orphans. 

(8)  Five  thousand  nonquota  visas  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  issued  to  orphans,  under  the 
age  of  10  years,  who,  prior  to  June  30,  1960, 
were  residents  of  certain  European  coun¬ 
tries  and  for  whom  adoption  or  guardianship 
proceedings  will  be  Instituted.  The  bill 
(H.  R.  4567)  as  it  passed  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  did  not  embrace  this  class  of 
aliens.  The  bill  (H.  R.  4567)  as  it  passed 
the  Senate  authorized  the  Issuance  of  20,000 
nonquota  visas  to  this  class  of  aliens,  with 
an  age  limitation  of  16  years. 

(9)  Fifty-four  thousand  seven  hundred 
and  forty-four  visas  are  authorized  to  be 
issued  during  a  period  ending  June  30,  1952, 
to  certain  aliens  of  German  ethnic  origin 
who  were  born  in  specified  eastern  European 
countries  and  who  on  January  1,  1949,  re¬ 
sided  in  Germany  or  Austria.  The  Displaced 
Persons  Act  of  1948  provided  that  50  percent 
of  the  German  and  Austrian  quotas  shall  for 
2  years  be  available  exclusively  to  such  aliens. 
The  bill  (H.  R.  4567)  as  it  passed  the  House 
of  Representatives  provided  that  50  percent 
of  the  German  quota  shall,  until  July  1, 

1952,  be  available  exclusively  to  such  aliens. 
The  bill  (H.  R.  4567)  as  it  passed  the  Senate 
authorized  the  issuance  of  54,744  visas  tc 
such  aliens  during  a  period  ending  June 
1952.  The  apparent  intent  of  the  langiMge 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4567)  as  it  passed  the^en- 
ate  was  to  charge  the  quota  of  the  c^mntry 
of  origin  of  each  alien  in  this  cla*.  The 
conference  agreed  to  charge  7,Q(K  quota 
numbers  against  the  quotas  fojr  Germany 
and  Austria  for  the  two  fiscal  ^ars  ending 
June  30,  1949,  and  June  30^T950,  and  to 
charge  the  remaining  quota  nfambers  against 
the  quota  of  the  country ySf  nationality  of 
the  aliens  who  receive  viyis  in  this  class. 

(10)  Fifteen  thousand quota  numbers  are 
made  available  for  th^idjustment  of  status 
to  that  of  permanen^esidents  of  aliens  who 
entered  the  Unitec^States  prior  to  April  30, 
1949,  temporarllj^is  nonimmigrants  or  as 
non-quota-imin^ant  students  and  who  are 
displaced  froin^he  country  of  their  birth, 
or  nationality  or  of  their  last  residence  as 
a  result  ot^vents  subsequent  to  the  out¬ 
break  of  livorld  War  II  and  who  cannot  re¬ 
turn  to y!ny  of  such  countries.  The  Dis- 
placed^ersons  Act  of  1948  made  available 
15,00Q^uota  numbers  to  this  class  of  aliens 
wity  an  April  1,  1948,  cut-off  date.  The 
bilf  (H.  R.  4567)  as  it  passed  the  House  of 

epresentatlves  and  as  it  passed  the  Senate 
rade  available  15,000  quota  numbers  to  this 


class  of  aliens  with  an  April  30,  1949,  cut-off 
date.  The  bill  (H.  R.  4567)  as  it  passed  the 
Senate  was  amended  by  striking  out  the 
words  “any  of  such  countries,”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “such  country.” 
The  net  effect  of  this  change  in  language 
would  be  to  make  eligible  for  adjustment  of 
status  certain  aliens  who  could  return  to 
one  of  the  countries  from  which  they  had 
been  displaced.  The  conference  agreed  to 
delete  the  Senate  amendment.  The  bill 
(H.  R.  4567)  as  it  passed  the  Senate  was  also 
amended  by  adding  language  which  em¬ 
braced  Palestinian  Arab  students  within 
this  class.  The  reason  for  this  amendment 
is  that  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  has  held  administratively  that  aliens 
embraced  in  this  class  must  have  been  dis¬ 
placed  by  events  occasioned  by  World  War 
II  and  that  the  displacement  of  Palestinian 
Arab  students  was  not  occasioned  by  World 
War  II.  The  conferees  agreed  to  delete  the 
Senate  amendment  which  embraced  Pales¬ 
tinian  Arab  students  within  this  class,  be¬ 
cause  the  conferees  hold  that  it  was  not  the 
legislative  Intent  to  limit  this  class  to  aliens 
whose  displacement  was  occasioned  by  World 
War  II;  and  that  the  Senate  amendment 
which  embraced  Palestinian  Arab  students 
V  within  this  class  is  not  only  unnecessary  but 
■would  lead  to  ambiguity. 

\(11)  Fifty  percent  of  the  nonprefere^e 
pc^lon  of  the  immigration  quotas  is  allotted 
for  period  ending  June  30,  1954,  to  yiens 
of  Et^opean  national  origin  who,  hefore 
January,  1,  1949,  entered  an  area  o^^ountry 
in  Europe  outside  Italy,  or  the  American, 
British,  or^fYench  zones  of  Gern^y  or  Aus¬ 
tria,  who  haVe  been  displaced  the  coun¬ 
try  of  their  ^th  or  nationally  or  last  resi¬ 
dence  as  a  resulM;  of  events  sycsequent  to  the 
outbreak  of  Wortd  War  II, /fend  who  cannot 
return.  The  Displaced  Bersons  Act  of  1948 
did  not  embrace  w|is  rfass  of  aliens.  The 
bill  (H.  R.  4567)  as^'passed  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  Mffdt  passed  the  Senate 
embraced  this  clas^ftt  alftos.  The  bill  (H.  R. 
4567)  as  it  pass^  the  a^ate  limited  the 
geographical  scc^  to  Euroj^n  countries  and 
the  conferencaAgreed  to  ac^pt  the  Senate 
amendment./ 

y  PHOCEDXniES 

The  bi/  (H.  R.  4567)  as  agree\upon  by 
the  con/erees  and  recommended  im^he  ac¬ 
companying  conference  report  contall^  pro- 
vlsi/s  designed  to  strengthen  the  adflljnis- 
trayon  of  the  law,  as  follows: 
f{l)  The  conferees  have  agreed  to  retain’ 
le  act  the  essence  of  certain  provisions,  orig^ 
'^inatlng  in  the  Senate,  the  language  of  which  ' 
provisions  has  been  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  burden  of  proof  shall  be  upon  the 
person  who  seeks  to  establish  his  eligibility 
under  this  Act,  and  no  person  shall  be  cer¬ 
tified  by  the  Commission  as  eligible  under 
this  Act  if  the  Commission  knows  or  has 
reason  to  believe  that  the  alien  (1)  is  not 
a  displaced  person  and  an  eligible  displaced 
person,  or  (2)  is  not  eligible  under  the  terms 
of  this  Act;  and  no  person  shall  be  issued 
an  immigration  visa  or  be  admitted  into  the 
United  States  under  this  Act  if  the  consular 
officer  or  the  immigrant  inspector  knows  or 
has  reason  to  believe  that  the  alien  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  exclusion  from  the  United  States 
under  any  provision  of  the  immigration  laws 
or  (1)  is  not  a  displaced  person  and  an  eli¬ 
gible  displaced  person,  or  (2)  is  not  eligible 
under  the  terms  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That 
nothing  in  .this  section  shall  remove  the  right 
of  review  and  appeal  available  to  aliens  un¬ 
der  general  Immigration  laws.” 

(2)  The  conferees  have  agreed  to  retain  in 
the  act  the  provision,  originating  in  the 
Senate,  under  which  assurances  for  employ¬ 
ment  and  housing  may  be  submitted  only 
by  a  citizen  or  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
The  conferees  have  also  agreed  to  retain 
in  the  act  the  provision,  originating  in  the 


Senate,  which  requires  a  sworn  statement  / 
good-faith  acceptance  of  employment  by 
tain  eligible  displaced  persons  and  pres/bes 
that  if  such  statement  is  falsely  m/e,  it 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  misrepres»htatlon 
under  the  provisions  of  the  law.  / 

(3)  The  conferees  also  agreed  to  retain  in 
the  act,  with  slight  modificatimis,  the  pro¬ 
visions,  originating  in  the  ,^nate,  which 
preclude  the  issuance  of  a  vi?k  to  any  person 
who  has  borne  arms  ag/ist  the  United 
States.  The  language  of  the  provision  as 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  precludes  the 
Issuance  of  a  visa  “t^"  any  person  who  has 
voluntarily  borne  arms  against  the  United 
States  during  WorW  War  II.”  It  is  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Conferees  that  certain  per¬ 
sons  other  than  German  nationals  were  com¬ 
pelled  against,. 'their  will  to  serve  in  armed 
forces  and  auxiliaries  thereof  against  the 
United  States  during  World  War  II,  and  it 
is  the  judynent  of  the  conferees  that  such 
persons  should  not  ipso  facto  be  made  in¬ 
eligible 

I^AYMENT  OP  TRANSPORTATION  COSTS 

TSie  conferees  have  agreed  to  retain  in  the 
apt,  with  slight  change,  the  provision,  orig¬ 
inating  in  the  Senate,  under  which  the  Re¬ 
construction  Finance  Corporation  is  author¬ 
ized  to  make  advances  to  the  Displaced  Per¬ 
sons  Commission  to  be  used  to  finance  the 
overseas  transportation  of  aliens  of  German 
ethnic  origin  who  are  provided  for  under  the 
act.  The  reason  for  the  provision  is  that 
persons  of  German  ethnic  origin  are  express¬ 
ly  excluded  from  the  concern  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  Refugee  Organization,  and  therefore 
the  International  Refugee  Organization  does 
not  pay  the  transportation  costs  of  such 
aliens.  The  conferees  also  agreed  to  retain 
in  the  act,  with  slight  modifications,  a  provi¬ 
sion,  originating  in  the  Senate,  which  would 
include  aliens  of  German  ethnic  origin  in  the 
class  for  whom  loans  could  be  made  for  the 
payment  of  Inland  transportation  costs.  Un¬ 
der  the  language  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  the  advances  for  the  payment  of  Inland 
transportation  costs  may  be  “through  public 
or  private  agencies  to  persons  who  provide 
assurances,  or  to  public  or  private  agencies 
to  finance  the  reception  and  transportation 
*  *  The  conferees  also  agreed  to  a  new 

provision  in  the  act  which  would  require  the 
Displaced  Persons  Commission  to  include  in 
its  semiannual  report  full  and  complete  de¬ 
tails  respecting  the  loans  authorized  by  the 
act.  The  conferees  also  agreed  to  retain  In 
the  act  a  provision,  originating  in  the  Sehate, 
under  which  all  transportation  by  ships  or 
planes  of  aliens  under  the  act,  to  the  United 
ptates,  the  cost  of  which  is  defrayed  in  whole 
in  part  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
St^es,  shall  be  by  ships  or  planes  registered 
undHr  the  United  States  flag  or  by  ships 
cwnecl^by  the  United  States. 

Pat  McC ARRAN, 

Harley  M.  Kilgore, 

Herbert  R.  O’Conor, 
Alexander  Wiley, 

Homer  Ferguson, 

I‘,I...iagei\pn  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
HAPPENINGS  IiNwASHINGTON— ADDRESS 
BY  SENTiTOR  MARTIN 

[Mr.  MARTIN  askeXand  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  program  No.  26 
in  a  series  of  radio  addr^ses  entitled  “Hap¬ 
penings  in  Washington,”  Silvered  by  him  on 
June  5,  1950,  which  appears  ii^the  Appendix.] 

ADDRESS  BY  JOHN  E.  PEURIFOY  AT  WIN- 
THROP  COLLEGE  COMMENOimENT  EX¬ 
ERCISES 

[Mr.  MAYBANK  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  address  to 
the  graduating  class  of  Wlnthrop  College, 
Rock  Hill,  S.  C.,  delivered  by  Hon.  John  E; 
Peurifoy,  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  State, 
on  Sunday,  June  4,  1950,  which  appears  in 
the  Appendix.] 
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ARMED  FORCES  DAY  ADDRESS  BY  BRIGj 
\  GEN.  ARTHUR  G.  TRITOEAU 

^Mr.  MUNDT  asked  and  obtained  leave 
have  printed  in  the  Record  an  address  dt 
liveted  on  Armed  Forces  Day,  May  20,  19) 
at  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.,  by  Brig.  Gen.  Artlj 
G.  Trudeau,  Assistant  Commandant, 

War  College,  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans.,  ■ 
appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

DECISIONS  BY  THE  SUPREME  COl 
NEWSPAPER  COMMENT 

[Mr.  6ALTONSTALL  asked  and  otJalned 
leave  toj  have  printed  in  the  Record  4n  ar¬ 
ticle  entitled  “An  Historic  Day  in  ite  Su¬ 
preme  Cburt,”  by  Arthur  Krock,  andten  edi¬ 
torial  entitled  “Separate  But  Equal,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Nev/  York  Times,  Junf  6,  1950, 
which  appear  in  the  Appendix.] 

DIVERSION  OP  ADDITIONAL  WA"®R  FROM 

THE  NIAGARA  RIVER  FOR  POWER  PUR¬ 
POSES 

[Mr.  LEHMAN  asked  and  obAlned  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  letter  from 
the  Niagara  Mohawk  Power  fcorp.  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  pending  treaty  to  Permit  diver¬ 
sion  of  additional  water  froi»  the  Niagara 
River  for  power  purposes,  ani  a  statement 
prepared  by  him  on  the  same Subject,  which 
appear  in  the  Appendix.; 

ORIGIN  OP  THE  NAME  “WASHINGTON”—  i, 
LETTER  FROM  ERIC  ufeERWOOD  ; 

[Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah  asKed  and  obtained  i- 
leave  to  have  prinied  in  tqe  Record  a  letter  ■ 
regarding  the  origiV  of  thJ  name  “Washing-  ■ 
ton,”  signed  by  Eric  Underwood,  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  New  York  Herald  Tribune,  i 
which  appears  in  thfe  Aj^endix.] 

EFFECT  OF  FOREIGN  mPORTATIONS  ON 
AMERICAN  OPTIOAL  INDUSTRY  - 

[Mr.  LANGER  asked  lnd  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Reiord  a  letter  addressed  ’ 
to  him  by  the  DuMaurfer  Co.,  of  Elmira,  N.  Y., 
dated  June  1,  1950,  raerring  to  the  effect  of  , 
foreign  importation  ^  American  optical  in¬ 
dustry,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.]  ; 

THE  MISSOURI  VALLEY  AUTHORITY- 

ARTICLE  FROM  BURDICK’S  MAGAZINE 

[Mr.  LANGER  a*ed  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  Ipe  Record  an  article  en-  ' 
titled  “The  TrutlyAbout  the  Missouri  Valley 
Authority,”  publmhed  in  Burdick’s  magazine 
for  May-June  If  50,  which  'appears  in  the  i 
Appendix.] 


BUSINESSMEN/FARMERS,  and  the  BRAN-  ' 
NAN  PLAN-/4RTICLE  FROM  BURDICK’S  i 
MAGAZINE  j 

[Mr.  LANGER  asked  and  obtained  leave  to  ' 
have  printed#  in  the  Record  ah  article  en-  ‘ 
titled  “BusIeAss  and  the  Brannan  Plan,”  pub-  ; 
llshed  in  Bnrdick’s  magazine  of  May-June' 
1950,  whlclv appears  in  the  Appendix.]  [ 

THE  15  T<JP  MEN  IN  U.  S.  A.— EDITORIAL ! 
BY  M^RYLE  STANLEY  RUKBYSER 

[Mr.  cAin  asked  and  obtained  jleave  to 
have  primed  in  the  Record  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “Ipe  15  Top  Men  in  U.  S.  A.,”  written 
by  Mer^le  Stanley  Rukeyser  and  published 
in  the  Rattle  Post-Intelligencer  on  April  11, 
1950,  vpich  appears  in  the  Appendix,] 

(Correction  of  the  record 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  should! 
like  to  call  attention  to  an  error  in  the! 
Congressional  Record  of  June  5,  at  page? 
8156.  It  is  merely  an  error  of  one  word.* 
The  word  should  be  “widest”  instead  of  j 
“wildest.”  It  is  found  in  the  last  para¬ 
graph  of  the  third  column  on  that  page.] 
The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  correc-j 
tlon  will  be  made.  i 

p  i 

} 


INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OF 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6557)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  to  House  bill  6567. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  debate  begins  on  the  pending  bill  I 
should  like  to  make  an  inquiry  of  my 
able  friend  from  Delaware  as  to  how  long 
he  thinks  it  may  take  before  we  can  have 
a  vote  upon  the  measure.  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  ready  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  debate.  If  I  could  secure 
some  information  from  him  as  to  how 
long  he  believes  the  debate  will  last  I 
should  be  delighted  to  have  such  a  state- 
-ment  from  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MflLLIAMS.  It  should  not  take 
very  long.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  going  to  be  very  easy  to  per¬ 
suade,  as  well  as  some  of  his  colleagues. 
I  do  not  anticipate  too  much  trouble 
along  that  line. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
My  reason  for  making  the  inquiry  is  to 
ascertain  how  long  it  may  take  to  con¬ 
clude  debate  on  the  bill.  It  is  the  hope 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  we  may 
complete  action  on  the  bill  this  after¬ 
noon.  I  hope  Members  of  the  Senate 
will  stay  around  so  we  may  vote  upon 
the  amendment  and  upon  the  bill  itself, 
if  possible,  today. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  distinguished 
majority  leader  yesterday  made  an  an¬ 
nouncement  with  respect  to  the  legisla¬ 
tive  program.  What  is  the  next  measure 
the  majority,  leader  intends  to  take  up 
for  consideration  after  the  pending 
measure  is  disposed  of? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  have  previously  ad¬ 
vised  the  Senate  that  we  would  next 
bring  up  for  consideration  House  bill 
6000,  the  social-security  bill.  However, 
we  may  be  compelled  to  lay  that  aside, 
in  order  to  consider  the  rent-control 
bill,  which  has  been  ordered  to  be  re¬ 
ported  favorably  to  the  Senate.  Those 
are  the  two  bills  which  will  follow  the 
measure  now  before  the  Senate. 

I  may  also  say  to  the  Senator,  since  he 
made  the  request,  that  we  will  have  to 
have  a  call  of  the  calendar  one  day  this 
week.  That  may  be  tomorrow  or  the 
next  day,  depending  upon  what  the 
Democratic  policy  committee  decides  to 
do  when  it  meets. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  might  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  I  had  hoped 
we  could  proceed  immediately  to  debate 
and  act  on  the  committee  amendment, 
in  order  that  I  might  offer  my  amend¬ 
ments  which  are  to  follow. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
after  line  9,  it  Is  proposed  to  insert: 

Src.  3.  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  7, 


sec.  624),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  reason  to  believe  that  any 
article  or  articles  are  being  or  are  practically 
certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United  States 
under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quanti¬ 
ties  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective, 
or  materially  interfere  with,  any  program  or 
operation  undertaken  under  this  title  or  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  amended,  or  section  32,  Public  Law 
No.  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved 
August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  or  any  loan, 
purchase,  or  other  program  or  operation  un¬ 
dertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
or  any  agency  operating  under  its  direction, 
with  respect  to  any  agricultural  conamodity 
or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially 
the  amount  of  any  product  thereof,  or  to  re¬ 
duce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  prod¬ 
uct  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any 
agricultural  commpdity  or  product  thereof 
with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or 
operation  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  cause, 
on  his  own  motion  or  on  the  motion  of  in¬ 
terested  producers  or  processors,  an  immedi¬ 
ate  Investigation  to  be  made  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  office  or  agency  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  responsible  for 
the  administration  of  the  affected  program, 
which  shall  give  precedence  to  Investigations 
under  this  section  to  determine  such  facts. 
Such  investigation  shall  be  made  after  due 
notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  inter¬ 
ested  parties,  and  shall  be  conducted  subject 
to  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  specify. 

“(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation 
and  report  to  him  of  findings  and  recommen¬ 
dations  made  in  connection  therewith,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  the  existence 
of  such  facts,  he  shall  certify  to  the  President 
such  facts  and  the  President  may  by  proc¬ 
lamation  impose  such  fees  not  in  excess 
of  50  percent  ad  valorem  or  such  quanti¬ 
tative  limitations  on  any  article  or  articles 
which  may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn 
from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds 
and  declares  shown  by  such  investigation 
to  be  necessary  in  order  that  the  entry  of 
such  article  or  articles  will  not  render  or 
tend  to  render  Ineffective,  or  materially  in¬ 
terfere  with,  any  program  or  operation  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subsection  (a),  of  this  section, 
or  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any 
product  processed  in  the  United  States  from 
any  such  agricultural  commodity  or  product 
thereof  with  respect  to  which  any  such 
program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken; 
Provided,  That  no  proclamation  under  this 
section  shall  impose  any  limitation  on  the 
total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles  which 
may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  ware¬ 
house,  for  consumption  which  reduces  such 
permissible  total  quantity  to  proportion¬ 
ately  less  than  50  percent  of  the  total  quan¬ 
tity  of  such  article  or  articles  which  was 
entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for 
consumption  during  a  representative  period 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture:  And  provided  further,  That  in  desig¬ 
nating  any  article  or  articles,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  may  describe  them  by  phy¬ 
sical  qualities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such 
other  bases  as  he  shall  determine. 

“(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  Imposed 
by  the  President  by  proclamation  under  this 
section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or 
modification  thereof,  shall  become  effective 
on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified, 
and  such  fees  shall  be  treated  for  adminis¬ 
trative  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  Public  Law  No.  320,  Seventy- 
fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935, 
as  amended,  as  duties  imposed  by  the  Tariff 
Act  of  1930,  but  such  fees  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting 
any  preferential  concession  under  any  inter¬ 
national  obligation  of  the  United  States. 
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"(d)  After  Investigation,  report,  finding, 
and  declaration  in  the  manner  provided  in 
the  case  of  a  proclamation  Issued  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  proc¬ 
lamation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation 
may  be  suspended  or  terminated  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
fi.nds  and  certifies  to  the  President  that  the 
circumstances  requiring  the  proclamation 
or  provision  thereof  no  longer  exist  or  may 
be  modified  by  the  President  whenever  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  and  certifies 
to  the  President  that  changed  circumstances 
require  such  modification  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section. 

“(e)  Any  decision,  finding,  or  certification 
of  facts  and  required  fees  or  quantitative 
limitations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
under  this  section  shall  be  final. 

“(f)  No  international  agreement  hereafter 
shall  be  entered  into  by  the  United  States, 
or  renewed,  extended,  or  allowed  to  extend 
beyond  its  permissible  termination  date  in 
contravention  of  this  section.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

COAL  RESOURCES  IN  WESTERN  EUROPE  • 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  great  French  Foreign  Min¬ 
ister,  Robert  Schuman,  to  pool  the  steel 
and  coal  resources  of  France,  Germany, 
and  other  western  European  nations  is 
the  most  far-reaching  and  encouraging 
practical  measure  for  the  peace  and  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  western  Europe 
that  has  been  made  since  the  end  of 
World  War  I.  The  plan  is  something 
definite,  practical,  and  tangible,  with 
tremendous  economic  power  behind  it. 

France  and  Germany  have  used  their 
respective  resources  from  these  two  basic 
materials  in  wars  against  each  other  for* 
over  a  century.  Since  the  end  of  World 
War  II,  we  have  been  called  on  partly 
to  underwrite  the  economy  of  each  of 
these  almost  exhausted  countries.  If 
they  do  not  now  perfect  plans  to  com¬ 
bine  their  powers  and  resources,  they  will 
run  the  hazard  of  being  at  war  with  each 
other  again  soon,  and  also  run  the  far 
greater  hazard  of  being  destroyed  by 
Russia. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Schuman  plan 
of  combining  the  resources  of  the  west' 
ern  European  nations  is  a  very  defint 
and  formidable  defense  against  the  ws- 
sian  threat  of  control  of  western  Ei^pe, 
and  will  certainly  tend  to  stop  Rfesia’s 
■plan  of  dividing  and  destroyi^  those 
great  peoples.  / 

We  are  fooling  no  one  exc^t  ourselves 
if  we  think  we  are  to  be  ymccessful  in 
helping  rebuild  and  rear^  the  nations 
of  western  Europe  so  as  tb  save  her  from 
Russia  and  communisgaf^  unless  those  na¬ 
tions  are  willing  to  tfike  practical  steps 
of  this  kind  to  coomine  their  resources 
and  their  strengjm.  In  the  beginning 
of  the  programyof  rehabilitation  of  Eu¬ 
rope,  I  think  , we  leaned  over  backward 
in  maintainMg  our  high-sounding  dec¬ 
larations  that  we  did  not  want  to  inter¬ 
fere  with-' the  internal  affairs  of  Euro¬ 
pean  nations.  Certainly,  we  do  not  want 
to  dominate  or  control  any  other  nation ; 
but  we  made  a  serious  mistake  in  not  re¬ 
quiring  these  nations  to  pool  their  basic 
resources  for  their  common  defense 
and  protection,  and  to  alter  their  eco¬ 


nomic  courses  to  the  extent  of  the  co¬ 
operation  required. 

The  fact  that  this  bold  and  revolu- 
;lonary  proposal  comes  from  France  and 
s  quickly  approved  by  western  Germany, 
;he  two  long-time  archenemies  of  Eu¬ 
rope,  grimly  attests  the  realization  on 
i  iheir  part  of  the  absolute  necessity  of  a 
ihange  in  attitude — the  necessity  of  a 
nove  for  unification.  It  is  indeed  en¬ 
couraging  that  the  Netherlands,  Luxem- 
Durg,  Belgium,  and  Italy  have  also  agreed 
CO  proceed  with  the  plan  as  a  step  in 
.inifying  western  Europe  for  advancing 
che  cause  of  peace.  England  can  well 
reconsider  her  position  of  sending  her 
alessings,  rather  than  joining  in  coop¬ 
eration.  This  is  no  time  for  theoreti¬ 
cal  discussions  as.  to  surrendering  a  part 
3f  national  sovereignty,  when  the  real 
issue,  as  I  see  it,  is  not  a  matter  of  sov¬ 
ereignty,  but  a  matter  of  survival;  nor 
s  it  a  time  to  let  vested  interests  in  Eu¬ 
rope  hold  things  in  a  stalemate. 

A  plan  along  this  line  is  long  past  due. 
Without  it,  the  constructive  accomplish- 
'".ments  of  the  Marshall  plan  will  slowly 
cBsintegrate  within  a  few  short  yeaji_. 

supporter  of  the  Marshall  plan^- 
co\^l^  program,  I  am  fast  losing^lope 
for  p^manent  results  therefronn^less 
definitSkand  practical  steps  aj^  taken 
along  tlAiJines  of  the  Schuman^roposal. 

Mr.  McOLELLAN.  Mr.  Prudent,  will 
the  Senator^eld? 

Mr.  STENlte.  I  yield^ 

Mr.  McCLEBLAN.  Ms  the  Senator 
from  Mississip^  confided  his  state¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  1^;  I  have  not  quite 
completed  my  st^mlct  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  McCLELI^J.  l\ave  been  follow¬ 
ing  the  Sen^r’s  remlfcks  with  very 
much  intere^  When  he  excludes  them 
I  should  liy  to  ask  him  a  question. 

Mr.  RQ^RTSON.  Mr.  Prekdent,  will 
the  Server  yield  to  me  at  this\pint  for 
a  quesjjion? 

M)ir  STENNIS.  I  yield  for  a  quSKion. 
ROBERTSON.  At  the  outlfe  I 
ra6h  to  say  that  I  am  in  thorough  syik- 
(athy  with  the  viewpoint  being  express^ 
'by  my  distinguished  colleague. 

I  wish  to  ask  him  whether  he  thinks 
the  policy  to  which  he  has  been  referring 
should  be  followed  with  a  very  definite 
policy  on  our  part  to  stop  the  disman¬ 
tling  of  German  plants,  if  any  which 
have  been  designed  primarily  for  indus¬ 
trial  rehabilitation  are  now  being  dis¬ 
mantled. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Absolutely.  Whatever 
purpose,  if  any,  was  to  be  served  by  dis¬ 
mantling  plants  in  Germany  has  long 
since  been  accomplished,  and  the  cause 
therefor  has  long  since  disappeared.  So 
it  seems  to  me  to  be  the  height  of  folly 
for  us  to  be  building  plants  on  the  one 
hand  and  destroying  them  on  the  other. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  my  distinguished  colleague  to  the 
fact  that  we  are  still  building  plants  in 
Germany,  and  so  far  we  have  invested 
in  that  program  in  excess  of  $700,000,000. 

I  am  glad  my  colleague  agrees  with  me, 
because  I  think  it  is  the  consensus  of 
opinion  of  the  Senate  that  we  want  a 
strong  industrial  Germany  and  we  want 
Germany  to  become  self-supporting,  be¬ 


cause  that  will  not  only  relieve  us  of  tre¬ 
mendous  financial  burdens  but  it  will 
make  a  major  contribution  to  the  ulti¬ 
mate  program  of  enabling  all  th&  coun¬ 
tries  of  western  Europe  to  becc^e  self- 
contained  and  self-supportingy> 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  agree  j^oleheart- 
edly,  Mr.  President,  with  t^ sentiments 
of  the  Senator  from  Virgioin;  and  I  think 
that  without  a  rebuilt  aiK  a  strong  Ger¬ 
many  the  economy  gf  Europe  cannot 
again  be  maintained 

Furthermore,  MrA’resident,  it  seems 
clear  to  me  that  Jihe  State  Department 
should  push  thi/  plan  to  the  limit  and 
should  activelj^nd  vigorously  support  it 
at  every  turiy  l  wish  that  every  Member 
of  the  Ame^an  Congress  would  publicly 
express  the  position  that  I  believe  their 
common^ense  dictates  to  them,  namely, 
that  Unless  the  countries  of  western 
Euro^  do  combine  their  basic  resources 
amjii^lter  their  economic  and  trade  pol- 
i<^s  to  a  pattern  that  will  organize  their 
:onomic  power  and  resources  to  a  com- 
''mon  defense  against  Russia,  then  we 
cannot  further  help  finance  the  econo¬ 
mies  and  military  programs  of  these 
countries.  Time  is  short. 

Now  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me,  first,  to 
permit  me  to  ask  one  more  question? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  had  agreed  to  yield 
first  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  president,  I 
am  very  glad  to  defer  to  the  Senator 
from  'Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Then  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Virginia.- 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
does  not  my  colleague  from  Mississippi 
agree  with  me  that  it  is  entirely  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  five  countries  he  has  men¬ 
tioned  to  integrate  their  coal  and  iron 
and  steel  industries  for  the  rehabilita¬ 
tion  of  western  Germany  without  ulti¬ 
mately  engaging  in  world  competition 
with  us,  and  by  means  of  national  cartels 
putting  that  steel  on  the  market  in  vio- 
ition  of  the  reciprocal  trade  agreements 
now  have  with  those  nations? 

STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
thafWhatever  tendency  there  might  be 
to  lea^to  a  governmental  cartel  would 
not  be^  bad  as  the  present  system  of 
cartels,  at  I  understand  it,  which  has 
been  in  v^ue  in  Europe,  particularly 
prior  to  WorldWar  II. 

Mr.  ROBE]OTSON.  That  is  true. 

Is  it  not  also  ujue  that  at  the  moment 
we  face  two  biX  C’s  in  Europe — one, 
communism ;  the  \|ther,  competition — 
and  we  had  better  n^ke  up  our  minds 
which  we  fear  the  mo!tt? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That\  well  said,  and 
the  Senator  from  Virgiiffia  has  made  a 
real  contribution,  for  which  I  thank 
him. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  yield  td,.the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  I 
appreciate  the  Senator’s  courtesy  in 
yielding  to  me. 

I  simply  rose  to  compliment  him  on 
his  forthright  statement.  If  the  Sena- 
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tor  will  permit,  I  should  like  to  join  him 
in  the  remarks  he  has  made,  for  they 
express  my  sentiments  even  better  than 
I  myWf  could  express  them. 

We^^ve  aided  the  European  coun¬ 
tries  umSer  the  Marshall  plan  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  thaNwe  have  rehabilitated  their 
production\nbove  prewar  levels;  yet 
there  is  somdVhing  lacking.  I  think  this 
is  one  of  the  rWings  that  is  lacking.  If 
we  are  to  go  alolig  with  a  policy  merely 
of  suggesting  tha^hings  be  done,  while 
no  continued  efforv^s  made  to  see  that 
they  are  done,  we  nw,y  anticipate  that 
the  beneficiary  nationi^Sjvill  expect  us  to 
provide  Marshall  plan  aiid.long  after  the 
program  should  stop  and  be  stopped 
if  the  resources  of  the  west^  European 
nations  are  pooled  and  if  th^toterested 
countries  will  get  together  ancT^ork  to¬ 
gether  on  the  same  sort  of  economic 
union.  I  think  the  able  Senatorsfrom 
Mississippi  has  well  expressed  the  senti¬ 
ments  which  many  of  us  share. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
specially  to  thank  the  able  Senator  from 
Arkansas.  I  appreciate  very  much  being 
associated  with  him  in  this  important 
subject.  I  should  like  to  add  that  I  think 
we  are  burning  daylight  and  destroying 
one  of  the  opportunities  we  have  to  bring 
about  a  lasting  and  effective  solution  of 
the  economic  and  industrial  problems  of 
western  Europe. 

Mr.  THYE  and  Mr.  LEHMAN  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield,  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  wish  to  decline  to  yield  to  any  Sen¬ 
ator,  but  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
had  understood  that  I  would  occupy  the 
floor  for  a  few  moments  only.  I  would 
not  want  to  yield  extensively  to  any 
Senator. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield;  and  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the  sub¬ 
ject  which  the  distinguished  Senator  has 
been  discussing  is  one  which  was  quite 
thoroughly  discussed  this  morning  in  the 
Appropriations  Committee  in  connection 
with  the  taking  of  evidence  on  EC  A  ap¬ 
propriations. 

The  discussion  of  this  aspect  of  the 
subject  is  timely.  The  Schuman  pro¬ 
posal,  according  to  the  Administrator,  is 
a  complete,  new  program,  advanced  by 
the  French  Government.  I  should  like  to 
ask  a  question  of  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi,  especially  in  view 
of  a  news  item  in  the  New  York  Times 
of  this  morning  entitled  “Six  European 
Lands  To  Speed  Meeting  of  Resources 
Pool.”  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
this  news  item,  together  with  statements 
regarding  the  pool  plan,  be  placed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  news 
item,  together  with  the  statements,  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Six  European  Lands  To  Speed  Meeting  on 
Resources  Pool — Continental  Nations 
Announce  Immediate  Objective  Is  To 
Merge  Coal  and  Steel — ^High  Authority 
Is  Seen — Britain’s  Reluctance  Is  Held  in 
Paris  To  Show  Unwillingness  To  Aid 
With  Unity  Plans 

(By  Harold  Callender) 

Paris,  June  3. — Formal  announcement  was 
made  today  by  six  continental  governments 
that  they  would  negotiate  with  the  imme¬ 
diate  objective  of  pooling  their  coal  and  steel 
production  under  a  new  high  authority 
whose  decisions  would  bind  the  six  coun¬ 
tries. 

The  six  were  France,  Italy,  western  Ger¬ 
many,  Belgium,  the  Netherlands,  and  Lux¬ 
emburg.  The  French  Government  promised 
it  would  keep  Britain  Informed  so  that  she 
might  later  join  the  negotiations  if  she  found 
it  possible. 

The  negotiations  are  expected  to  begin 
about  the  middle  of  June  oil  the  basis  of  the 
French  proposal  of  May  9 — the  Schuman 
plan — instead  of  on  the  less  precise  basis 
urged  by  the  British  Government,  which  de¬ 
clined  to  accept  the  principles  of  the  Schu¬ 
man  plan  as  the  objective. 

The  brief  statement  today,  issued  after  a 
week  of  hectic  diplomatic  sparring  between 
the  French  and  British,  represented  the  first 
formal  joint  step  to  carry  out  a  project  that 
specifically  entails  abandonment  of  a  meas¬ 
ure  ctf  national  sovereignty  in  the  Interest 
of  uniting  not  merely  basic  industries  but 
the  nations  of  Europe. 

unwillingness  op  the  BRITISH 

The  unwillingness  of  the  British  Govern¬ 
ment  to  join  in  this  step,  revealed  in  a  series 
of  notes  during  the  last  week,  is  interpreted 
as  showing  more  clearly  than  ever  the  re¬ 
luctance  of  the  British  Government  to  join 
in  or  to  encourage  moves  toward  the  eco¬ 
nomic  or  political  unity  of  Europe. 

This  reluctance  has  been  visible  in  the 
Marshall  plan  council,  to  which  the  British 
have  opposed  giving  leadership  or  authority, 
in  the  long  British  resistance  to  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  a  European  Payments  Union,  in  the 
British  opposition  to  giving  wider  functions 
to  the  Council  of  Europe. 

The  French,  long  hesitant  to  jbin  with 
Germany  in  any  steps  toward  EtU'opean 
unity  without  the  approval  or  the  presence 
of  the  British,  have  now  taken  the  leader¬ 
ship  in  an  unprecedented  step  in  that  di¬ 
rection;  and  they  have  done  so  against  th^^ 
resistance  of  the  British. 

In  the  swift  diplomatic  interchange  be¬ 
tween  Paris  and  London  over  the  Schuman 
plan,  the  French  have  stuck  tenaciously  to 
their  thesis  that  negotiations  would  be  use¬ 
less  unless  all  agreed  on  the  objectives — 
these  being  to  pool  coal  and  steel  resources 
and  to  put  them  under  a  supranational  au¬ 
thority. 

reluctance  is  reiterated 
Day  after  day  and  in  note  after  note,  the 
British  have  refused  to  subscribe  to  these 
objectives.  They  thus  reiterated  in  writing 
the  reluctance  they  had  so  often  shown  to¬ 
ward  proposals  for  European  unity. 

The  view  here  is  that  the  British  would 
have  been  more  candid  and  on  firmer  ground 
if  they  had  frankly  said  that  their  planned 
economy  and  their  Commonwealth  relations 
had  prevented  their  joining  the  Schuman 
plan,  instead  of  saying  that  they  sought  con¬ 
structive  action  while  declining  any  com¬ 
mitments  to  the  action  proposed. 

The  view  is  growing  on  the  Continent  that 
the  British  Government  not  only  is  reluctant 
to  take  part  in  uniting  Europe  but,  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  traditional  balance-of- 
pov/er  practices,  actually  dislikes  the  idea  of 
a  strong  and  united  Continent. 


The  week  of  diplomatic  shadow-boxing 
over  the  Schuman  plan  is  Interpreted  by 
some  Europeans  as  a  British  attempt  not 
so  much  to  justify  Britain’s  position  as  to 
block  the  application  of  the  Schuman  plan 
by  the  Continental  countries. 

The  European  leadership  that  France  has 
assumed,  in  a  direction  in  which  Britain 
hesitates  to  follow,  is  expected  to  commend 
itself  to  the  United  States,  which  has  long 
advocated  European  unity  and  urged  regional 
moves  to  that  end,  such  as  the  Schuman  plan 
will  be  if  it  materializes.  Those  Americans 
who  have  complained  at  a  lack  of  positive 
action  for  unity  in  Europe  are  expected  to 
be  favorably  Impressed  by  the  negotiations 
that  the  French  have  now  set  in  motion, 
looking  to  a  greater  degree  of  unity  than  any 
counted  on  through  the  Marshall  plan. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  American  view  that 
the  British  have  been  too  hesitant  in  sup¬ 
porting  such  European  moves  will  be  rein¬ 
forced  by  the  British  Government’s  non¬ 
committal  attitude  toward  the  Schuman 
plan,  as  emphasized  in  the  series  of  British 
notes. 

Until  nov.  the  British  have  apparently  felt 
.  that  they  had  a  prior  claim  on  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States,  whether  they  co¬ 
operated  fully  with  the  Continent  or  not. 
Continentals  themselves  shared  this  feeling 
last  September,  when  the  British  were  called 
into  a  separate  conference  in  Washington 
while  the  Europeans  awaited  the  devaluation 
decision  that  followed.  The  effect  was  to 
sharpen  the  rift  between  Britain  and  the 
Continent  that  had  already  developed  in 
the  Marshall  plan  council. 

RIFT  again  accentuated 

This  rift  seems  again  to  have  been  accen¬ 
tuated,  or  advertised,  by  Britain’s  attitude 
toward  the  Schuman  plan.  But  this  time  the 
prior  attention  and  sympathy  of  the  United 
States  is  not  expected  to  go  so  exclusively  to 
one  side  as  it  appeared  to  Europeans  to  go 
last  September. 

Speaking  of  the  split  between  the  French 
and  British  Governments  over  the  Schuman 
plan,  former  Premier  Paul  Reynaud  ascribed 
it  tonight  to  British  unwillingness  to  accept 
a  supranational  authority.  He  contended 
there  could  be  no  union  of  Europe  without 
.  such  partial  abandonment  of  sovereignty. 
He  found  it  paradoxical  that  Winston 
Churchill,  in  his  Zurich  speech,  had  called 
fon  European  unity,  but  that  when  France 
responded  by  a  concrete  proposal,  it  was 
Britain  who  held  back. 

This  comment  was  mild  compared  to  the 
feelings  of  some  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
Schuman  plan  when  they  read  the  com¬ 
munique  issued  by  the  British  Government 
todajL 

Duitog  the  last  week  the  French  adhered 
to  the  Stnctest  diplomatic  etiquette.  Their 
foreign  o^ce  even  went  so  far  as  to  tell  an 
incredulouk.  press  that  the  dispute  was  a 
mere  verbal  Bilsunderstanding.  But  at  the 
end  of  the  w^ek  the  British  took  what  was 
considered  here'  a  highly  incorrect  action. 

At  the  end  of  its,  communique,  the  British 
Government  told  tffe  public  that  it  would  be 
glad  to  join  in  a  lAeting  of  ministers  to 
reach  agreement  on  prhc^edure  for  the  Schu¬ 
man  plan  negotiations  ^  the  French  Gov¬ 
ernment  were  prepared^  contemplate  a 
fresh  approach.”  \ 

The  communique  said  th!^  this  British 
suggestion  had  been  put  to  the- french  Gov¬ 
ernment.  But  it  did  not  say  that'the  French 
Government  had  rejected  it  as  futne,  or  that 
the  British  Government  had  then  resigned 
itself  to  the  alternative  of  being  Informed 
by  the  French  regarding  the  negotiations. 
The  British  suggestion  was  put  into  the  cdni- 
munique  as  if  it  were  something  still  pend¬ 
ing  a  decision  by  the  French. 
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^he  French  found  this  communique  mls- 
le\|ing  and  discourteous  since  It  is  not  the 
of  governments  to  announce  proposals 
madeVn  secret  notes  without  the  consent 
of  the\ither  government  involved. 

The  BKtish  proposed  last  night  a  confer¬ 
ence  of  fc^lgn  ministers  of  the  six  negotiat¬ 
ing  Governf^nts  plus  Britain  in  order  to  fix 
“procedure”  >Jor  the  negotiations.  The 
French  replied>hat  such  a  course  would  only 
delay  the  negowttions  without  offering  any 
chance  of  overconHpg  the  French  and  British 
difference. 

In  Important  queers  the  opinion  was 
expressed  that  this  Br^lsh  move  for  a  For¬ 
eign  Ministers’  ConfeHnce — coming  after 
the  loss  of  a  week  throu|b  redundant  argu¬ 
ments  in  diplomatic  notik  and  long  tele¬ 
phone  conversations— couldNonly  have  been 
intended  as  obstructive. 

Throughout  the  astonishing  diplomatic 
exchange  of  the  last  8  days,  ^  over  the 
question  whether  the  British  woul\^r  would 
not  agree  upon  the  two  objectives  c’.i^  above 
as  the  basis  of  negotiations,  the  essebtiaily 
negative  British  attitude  has  cont^^ted 
sharply  with  that  of  the  six  Continental 
countries  that  have  agreed  to  discuss 
Schuman  plan  by  accepting  in  principle  thl 
goals  it  set. 

But  this  attitude  has  seemed  in  striking 
conformity  with  previous  British  attitudes 
toward  collective  European  undertakings 
since  the  Marshall  plan  was  accepted  as  a 
means  of  bringing  the  European  nations, 
including  Britain,  closer  together. 

Tile  United  States  sometimes  lumped 
Britain  with  the  Continent  in  urging  Euro¬ 
pean  unity,  Britain  being  so  lumped  in  the 
Marshall  plan.  At  other  times  the  United 
States  has  given  Britain  separate  and  pref¬ 
erential  treatment  ever  since  its  loan  to  Brit¬ 
ain  2  years  before  the  Marshall  plan.  In  a 
sense  Britain  became  the  leader  of  Europe  in 
the  Marshall  Plan  Council.  It  has  appeared 
during  the  last  few  days  more  clearly  than 
before  that  Britain’s  position  in  relation  to 
the  Continent  was  one  of  qualified  isolation 
while  it  had  become  France’s  turn  to  offer 
leadership. 

Texts  of  Statements  on  Pool  Plan 

SIX-POWER' COMMUNIQUE 

The  Governments  of  France,  Germany, 
Belgium,  Italy,  Luxemburg,  and  the  Nether¬ 
lands  are  decided  to  pursue  a  common  action 
of  peace,  European  solidarity,  and  economic 
and  social  progress,  having  for  their  imme¬ 
diate  objective  the  pooling  of  coal  and  steel 
production  and  the  institution  of  a  new  high 
authority  whose  decisions  will  link  France/' 
Germany,  Belgium,  Italy,  Luxemburg,  tt ' 
Netherlands,  and  countries  which  will  ad^re 
to  it. 

Negotiations  on  the  basis  of  a  FrenclKprop- 
osition  last  May  9  will  begin  at  a  da^  which 
will  be  proposed  in  the  immediate^uture  by 
the  French  Government  with  yfe  view  to 
bringing  about  the  establishmeoft  of  a  treaty 
which  will  be  submitted  for  ^tificatlon  by 
the  various  parliaments. 

STATEMENT  BY  ^ANCE 

In  the  present  state  o^hings  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Great  Britain  Jfias  not  believed  itself 
able  to  join  the  six/other  governments  in 
signing  a  communique  published  today  on 
the  French  proposition  of  May  9. 

At  the  same  Ume  the  French  Government 
notes  with  sati^action  that  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  agr^  that  it  be  kept  informed  of 
progress  of  negotiations. 

The  Frepch  Government  will  be  constantly 
alert  to  aontlnue  the  exchanges  of  views  with 
the  British  Government  so  that  in  the  course 
of  nei^tiations  the  greatest  attention  can  be 
givefi  to  the  British  point  of  view.  The  aim 
wifi  be  to  permit  Britain  to  join  or  associate 
itself  with  the  common  effort  at  the  time 
It  may  consider  it  possible. 


BRITISH  COMMUNIQUE 

His  Majesty’s  government  in  the  United 
Kingdom  have  from  the  outset  welcomed 
the  French  initiative  of  May  9  and  have 
been  fully  alive  to  its  bold  character  and  far- 
reaching  Importance  for  future  relations  be¬ 
tween  France  and  Germany  in  particular. 

They  earnestly  hope  that  the  international 
discussions  upon  it  may  lead  to  a  new  era 
in  Franco-German  relations,  with  beneficial 
effects  for  western  Europe  as  a  whole. 

His  Majesty’s  government  have  been  most 
anxious  to  be  associated  with  these  discus¬ 
sions  and  have  made  their  position  in  this 
respect  clear  to  the  French  Government  from 
the  outset. 

It  is  their  view  that  these  discussions 
should  serve  to  clarify  the  practical  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  French  proposal,  which  must 
necessarily  be  worked  out  on  an  interna¬ 
tional  basis,  and  they  strongly  desire  to  make 
a  helpful,  constructive,  and  practical  con¬ 
tribution  in  the  hope  that  a  detailed  scheme 
would  emerge  which  they  would  be  able  to 
join. 

.  They,  themselves,  are  actively  engaged  in 
working  on  proposais  inspired  by  the  French 
Initiative  of  May  9,  in  order  that  they  may 
be  ready  to  make  such  a  contribution. 

The  French  Government,  for  their  part, 
lave  taken  the  view  that  the  first  step  in  the 
eKcutlon  of  their  pian  must  be  an  interna- 
tiokal  conference  of  countries  prepared  to 
accei^  a  commitment  in  prlncipie  to  'pool 
their  ^cal  and  steel  resources  and  ti^’Set  up 
a  new  nfeh  authority  whose  decislojK  would 
bind  th^governments  concerned,  ' 

In  the  vi^  of  the  French  Government,  the 
negotiation^i^hould  be  aimed, 'in  the  first 
instance,  at  preparation  of  a  treaty  em¬ 
bodying  these'torinciples  and  establishing 
the  high  authority,  to  be  submitted  to  rati¬ 
fication  by  Parliaii^ent.  . 

His  Majesty’s  go-^^nment  do  not  feel  able 
to  accept  in  advanW  nor  do  they  wish 
to  reject  in  advance,  |»inciples  underlying 
the  French  proposal'.  TH^  consider  that  de¬ 
tailed  discussion^  which  tKUld  throw  light 
on  the  nature  .of  the  schekie,  and  its  full 
political  and  -economic  consequences,  is  a 
normal  and,. Indeed,  an  essenti^^  preliminary 
to  the  conclusion  of  a  treaty. 

They  feel  that  there  is  substankjal  differ 
ence  of /approach  between  the  two^overn- 
ments.-^s  to  the  basis  on  which  negomations 
should  be  opened.  An  unhappy  sit^tlon 
would  arise  if,  having  bound  themselves  to 
ceftain  principles  without  knowing  how  tftsy 
^ould  work  out  in  practice,  they  were 
/  find  themselves,  as  a  result  of  the  discussion, 
compelled  to  withdraw  from  their  under¬ 
takings. 

They  have  accordingly,  to  their  regret, 
found  it  impossible,  in  view  of  their  respon¬ 
sibility  to  Parliament  and  people,  to  asso¬ 
ciate  themselves  with  the  negotiations  on 
the  terms  proposed  by  the  French  Govern¬ 
ment. 

His  Majesty’s  government  are  anxious  to 
do  their  best  to  see  whether  a  workable 
scheme  could  be  produced  that  is  fair  and 
just  to  all  concerned  and  they  feel  that  this 
could  best  be  furthered  by  a  meeting  of  min¬ 
isters  of  the  countries  Interested,  at  which 
the  question  of  the  most  effective  and  expe¬ 
ditious  method  of  discussing  the  problem  at 
issue  could  be  examined  and  settled. 

If  the  French  Government  were  prepared 
to  contemplate  a  fresh  approach  and  ar¬ 
range  a  meeting  of  ministers  to  reach  agree¬ 
ment  on  a  procedure  for  the  opening  of  ne¬ 
gotiations,  His  Majesty’s  government  would 
be  glad  to  participate  and  they  have  so  in¬ 
formed  the  French  Government. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  if  this 
plan  is  to  become  a  reality,  does  not  the 
Senator  feel  that  if  the  steel  and  coal 
to  be  produced  in  the  Ruhr  are  to  be 
integrated  by  the  six  nations  which  have 


already  agreed  on  an  international  au¬ 
thority,  an  entirely  different  light  would 
be  thrown  upon  the  conditions  hereto¬ 
fore  imposed  upon  German  recovery  as 
to  the  allocations  upon  which  the  Ger¬ 
man  people  might  go  forward?  I  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator,  if  that  is  true, 
does  he  not  feel  that  it  would  be  timely 
for  the  State  Department  ifnmediately  to 
make  a  review  once  again  of  the  remain¬ 
ing  industrial  plants.  Still  to  be  dis¬ 
mantled  and  to  call  a  halt  on  that  proc¬ 
ess. 

I  agree  that  there  are  but- a  few  left,  I 
think  about  10  percent,  though  the  num¬ 
ber  as  I  recall  is  more  than  100.  If  pres¬ 
ent  conditions  imposed  on  Germany  are 
withdrawn  and  if  this  integration  is  to 
be  brought  about  by  these  countries,  the 
industrial  potential  of  Germany  will  cer¬ 
tainly  be  improved.  If  it  is,  why  cannot 
the  countries  that  are  entering  into  this 
agreement  agree  to  discontinue  further 
dismantling  of  plants  which  are  neces¬ 
sary  for  German  recovery?  If  they  do 
not,  and  this  plan  becomes  a  reality,  I 
know  of  no  other  country  except  the 
United  States  that  would  be  able  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  money  to  rebuild  the  very  plants 
which  will  be  dismantled  under  the  so- 
called  Petersberg  Agreement,  plants 
which  will  be  absolutely  needed  to  carry 
out  the  integration  looking  toward  the 
industrial  recovery  of  the  German  peo¬ 
ple.  I  ask  that  question  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator. 

Mr.  STENNIS".  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  is  entirely  correct  that 
this  plan,  if  it  becomes  operative,  will 
change  the  entire  picture.  It  provides 
a  new  set  of  facts,  and,  necessarily  all 
major  policies  relative  to  the  subject 
matter  would  have  to  be  reconsidered. 
But  there  is  a  way  put,  and  it  can  be 
done. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  further  for  a  question, 
does  he  not  feel  that  it  would  be  timely 
for  the  Members  of  the  Senate  to  ask  the 
State  Department  to  make  such  a  re¬ 
view? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  certainly  do.  In  the 
remarks  I  made  this  morning,  I  expressed 
the  hope  that  every  Member  of  Congress 
'^ould  come  forward  with  a  statement 
his  position.  I  think  that  would  be 
th'^most  powerful  factor  in  the  entire 
pictqre  in  assuring  success  of  the  plan. 

MrNWHERRY.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guishedteenator  for  yielding  to  me,  and  I 
also  wanr^  thank  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from ‘-.pela ware  for  consenting  to 
withhold  hl^^marks  to  enable  me  to  ad¬ 
dress  these  tTO  questions  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  SenatoK^rom  Mississippi. 

In  conclusion,  "X  should  like  merely  to 
make  a  brief  obsdsvation.  This  is  of 
course  but  an  idea.  We  do  not  yet  know 
exactly  what  is  involve^.  Certainly  I  do 
not  want  such  an  intern^ional  authority 
as  would  socialize  the  industry  of  all 
these  nations.  In  saying  that  I  am 
speaking  merely  for  myselfl-^  But  the 
point  I  make  is  that  if  this  is  ever  to  be 
done,  certainly  the  time  is  ripd  for  do¬ 
ing  it  now.  The  review  should  be  asked 
for.  In  the  meantime,  not  another  plant 
should  be  dismantled.  It  seems  to  nie  it 
would  be  completely  contradictory  to  re¬ 
quire  the  American  taxpayer  to  furnish 
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the  money  with  which  to  build  plants 
that  might  be  dismantled  under  the 
present  program  in  order  to  accomplish 
the  very  integration  of  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  speaks. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  And  if  the  plan  is  to 
be  succesful,  although  the  United  States 
does  not  want  to  underwrite  the  plan, 
we  necessarily  must  have  a  part  in  its 
functioning. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  may  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator,  that  is  one  of  the 
questions  that  was  asked  this  morning. 
There  was  some  question  as  to  what  part 
the  United  States  would  olay.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand,  the  United  Stages  will  not  be 
a  member  of  the  international  authority. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  No. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  On  the  other  hand, 
we  still  have  •  supervisors,  and  not  only 
that,  we  also  have  Mr.  McCloy,  who  is 
the  overriding  authority  for  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Government.  The  British  and 
French  Governments  are  still  repre¬ 
sented,  with  equal  authority.  There 
would,  of  course,  have  to  be  total  agree¬ 
ment.  One  of  the  reasons  why  dis¬ 
mantling  has  not  been  completely  dis¬ 
continued  is  that  authority  has  been  ex¬ 
ercised  by  the  supervisors  for  Great  Bri¬ 
tain  and  France.  But  in  my  humble 
opinion  the  proposal  v/hich  has  been 
adverted  to  by  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  in  the  course  of  his  observations, 
if  it  became  a  reality,  will  go  beyond  the 
stage  of  a  mere  idea.  We  should  cer¬ 
tainly  consider  it  from  all  angles  and  we 
should  not  create  a  worse  situation.  It 
seems  to  me  that  until  this  matter  is 
decided,  the  least  that  could  be  done 
would  be  to  call  a  halt  in  the  dismantling 
of  plants,  with  the  idea  that  when  the 
conditions  which  luave  been  imposed  are 
lifted  from  the  German  people,  so  they 
can  make  a  complete  recovery,  we  would 
not  have  to  build  plants  to  take  the  place 
of  those  now  being  dismantled. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

BURIAL  AND  EDUCATIONAL  BENEFITS  TO 

FILIPINO  VETERANS  OF  WORLD  WAR  II 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  danger  points  in  the  world  scene  to-  . 
day  which  has  only  recently  begun 
attract  our  attention  is  the  Philipmile 
Republic.  The  fact  that  we  are  ban¬ 
ning  to  awaken  to  the  perils  which'von- 
front  that  Republic  of  19, COO, 000/people 
to  whom  we  gave  independencqas  good. 
Let  us  hope  that  we  are  not  t^  late. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  weTiave  over¬ 
looked  the  course  of  events,^n  the  Philip¬ 
pines  in  our  concentration  on  other 
areas,  including  China  4nd  Japan.  For 
the  fact  of  the  matter  ts  that  the  Philip¬ 
pines  had  and  still  h^s  promise  of  being 
the  best  show  windbw  for  democracy  in 
the  Far  East,  and  indeed  in  the  woidd. 
Here  are  a  bro/^n-skinned  people  thor¬ 
oughly  committed  to  our  way  of  life  and 
even  our  political  and  social  institutions 
by  choice  and  by  preference.  They  are 
the  only  exponents  in  the  world,  outside 
our  own  continent,  of  American-type 
demo^acy. 

T^refore  it  is  essential  that  v/e  show 
by/constructive  measures — to  an  even 
greater  extent  than  we  have  in  the  past — 
that  we  certainly  intend  to  discharge  all 


our  obligations  to  our  Filipino  friends 
who  certainly  have  well  discharged  their 
obligations  to  us.  I  am  proposing  today 
certain  legislative  steps  whereby  the 
Congress  can  honor  one  of  our  obliga¬ 
tions  to  the  Philippines. 

I  have  today  introduced  two  bills  pro¬ 
viding  certain  benefits,  analogous  to 
some  of  the  benefits  of  the  GI  bill  of 
rights,  for  Filipino  veterans  who  served 
under  the  American  flag  with  members 
of  the  United  States  Armed  Services  in 
the  Far  East. 

The  grant  of  these  benefits  to  the  Fili¬ 
pino  veterans  is  long  overdue.  Many  of 
these  men  fought  shoulder  to  shoulder 
with  American  troops  under  the  same 
command  and  in  the  same  operations. 
They  were  fighting  under  the  American 
flag  for  the  restoration  of  American  sov¬ 
ereignty  in  the  islands.  They  fought  so 
that  the  United  States  could  redeem  its 
promise  to  return  and  wrest  the  islands 
from  the  Japanese. 

They  had  been  promised  by  General 
MacArthur  and  by  others  in  authority 
the  same  pay  and  benefits  as  was  granted . 
to  American  soldiers.  They  were,  alor^ 
wlt|i  the  (ther  American  forces  in 
arek,  a  part  of  the  military  organization 
knowl^  as  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces 'of  the  Far  East,  under  t^  com¬ 
mand  or'Gensral  MacArthur.  / 

Even  while  the  fighting  was^'going  on, 
the  Filipinov  troops  were  (^cially  and 
specifically  ^omised  that/^ they  would, 
receive  all  the 'benefits  o^the  GI  bill  of  ’ 
rights  that  Am^ican  ^Idiers  were  to  , 
receive.  That  prdi^is^was  not  kept. 

Many  of  these  Fljipno  soldiers  fought : 
for  long  months  a^fl^rillas  against  the 
Japanese.  The  Fjfipind  guerrillas  fought 
under  the  ordeal  of  Genial  MacArthur' 
in  organizations  authoriz^  by  him  and 
deployed  b^  him.  Yet  th^  Seventy- 
ninth  Cor^ess  saw  fit  to  pAwide  in  a 
rider  to  an  appropriation  bill,  tl\at  these 
veterar^should  not  receive  Gl\enefits 
nor  any  of  the  benefits  to  which  l^neri- 
can ^terans  were  and  are  entitled. 

Since  that  time,  hospitalization  behe¬ 
ld  have  been  provided  for  Filipino  vet- 
^/4rans.  But  all  the  other  benefits  to 
which  they  should  have  been  entitled 
have  not  been  granted  them. 

My  two  bills  are  designed  to  grant  in 
diminished  measure  two  of  the  benefits 
which  American  GI’s  enjoy — the  burial 
benefit  and  certain  educational  privi¬ 
leges.  One  of  the  two  bills  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  would  provide  for  a  burial  bene¬ 
fit  of  $75,  which  is  considerably  less  than 
that  provided  for  American  veterans. 
The  'Veterans’  Administration  would  also 
be  authorized  to  provide  an  American 
flag  in  which  to  drape  the  casket  of  Fili¬ 
pino  veterans  on  their  death.  These 
men  who  fought  so  nobly  and  so  gallantly 
under  the  American  flag  should  certainly 
be  entitled  to  this. 

My  second  bill  would  provide  individ¬ 
ual  grants  of  $32.50  per  month  for  pe¬ 
riods  not  in  excess  of  3  years  for  a  maxi¬ 
mum  total  of  50,000  Filipino  veterans, 
to  permit  them  to  continue  their  educa¬ 
tion.  The  administrative  details  would 
be  left  to  be  worked  out  by  the  President 
of  the  Uni’-rd  States  through  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  which  now  main¬ 
tains  a  regional  office  in  Manila. 


Mr.  President,  we  have  been  hearing 
much  about  the  alleged  failure  of  pur 
policy  in  China  and  the  dangers  we/face 
in  the  Far  East.  'We  have  read  a^good 
many  reports  recently  about  disturb¬ 
ances  in  the  Philippines  where  pur  armed 
forces  have  and  maintain  bases  by  for¬ 
mal  Qompact  with  the  Philippines — the 
only  indepehdent  nation,  in  the  world 
which  freely  allows  us  td  have  our  own  • 
bases  under  a  long-te^rm  lease  in  their 
home  territory. 

The  Philippines,  moreover,  is  the  far 
eastern  outpost  of  democracy.  It  is  the 
only  country  in  the  world  which  has  a 
governmental  system  and  institutions 
exactly  modeled  on  our  own. 

There  could  be  no  greater  calamity, 
not  only  to  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  but  to  the  cause  of  world  democ¬ 
racy,  than  to  have  democracy  fail  in  the 
Philippines. 

The  Filipinos  who  fought  under  our 
fl^  in  the  last  war — and  there  were 
some  300,000  of  them — are  proven  fight- 
,  ers  for  democracy.  'We  should  not  only 
honor  all  our  obligations  to  them  but  we 
should  do  even  more  to  show  our  grati¬ 
tude  to  them  and  our  interest  in  them, 
not  only  in  their  country  but  in  them 
personally. 

I  hope  that  the  appropriate  Senate 
committees  will  give  early  and  prompt 
consideration  to  these  measures  and 
that  the  Senate  will  approve  them  with- 

■■r>ui-..dg-Iaj7 - 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OF 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  permission  to  ask  a  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  ThyeI, 
who  yesterday  made  a  statement  con¬ 
cerning  the  pending  bill  in  which  I  am 
very  much  interested.  I  appreciate  the 
statement  which  was  made  yesterday  by 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  merely 
want  to  confirm  the  fact  that  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  will  be  maintained  for  continued 
observation  of  the  handling  of  Govern¬ 
ment  owned  agricultural  commodities. 
That  objective  was  referred  to  by  the 
subcommittee  in  making  its  report  on 
House  bill  6567.  Has  such  a  committee 
been  appointed? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  have  not  seen  anything 
about  the  naming  of  the  committee,  but, 
under  a  provision  of  the  bill,  if  the  bill 
is  passed,  such  a  committee  would  be 
called  for.  Of  course,  the  bill  is  still  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress  for  action. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Perhaps  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  could  answer  that 
question. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  subcommittee 
which  was  to  be  selected  to  hold  hearings 
has  been  appointed.  The  committee  con¬ 
sists  of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Lnc.-is],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken],  and  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  That  is  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  of  v/hich  the  Senator  is  chairman,  is 
It  not? 

Mr  ELLENDER.  TL.at  is  correct.  The 
suboornmiii,ee  was  agivcd  to  when  ths 
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pending  measure  was  ordered  reported  to 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  say  that  the  grain  dealers  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  not  only  the  individual  operators,  the 
old-line  operators,  as  they  are  usually 
referred  to,  but  the  cooperative  elevator 
companies,  are  keenly  interested  in  the 
measure. 

I  should  like  to  read  into  the  Record  a 
short  telegram  from  the  Equity  Union 
Grain  Co.,  a  company  which  operates  co¬ 
operative  elevators  in  Kansas  and  Ne¬ 
braska  quite  generally,  and  perhaps  in 
some  outside  areas.  The  telegram  reads 
as  follows: , 

Kansas  City,  Mo.,  June  5,  1950. 
Hon.  Hugh  Butler, 

Senate  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

When  H.  R.  6567  comes  up  for  debate  we 
recommend  the  maintenance  of  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  observe  CCC  policies  in  handling 
price  support  commodities.  Firmly  believe 
private  grain  trade  can  be  beneficially  util¬ 
ized  in  handling  commodities  taken  over  by 
CCC. 

Equity  Union  Grain  Co., 
Otto  B.  Pecha. 

The  same  sentiment  has  been  ex¬ 
pressed  by  many  other  cooperative 
dealers  in  the  Central  West.  I  am 
pleased  to  note  that  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  [Mr.  Ellender],  included  in  his 
report  yesterday  a  statement  to  that 
effect. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 
The  entire  statement  appears  on  page  6 
and  at  the  top  of  page  6  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  report. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  it  plain  that  the  remarks  I 
made  are  not  to  be  interpreted  in  any 
way  as  a  criticism  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  or  its  policies  in  the  past. 
I  have  always  supported  the  Commodity 
Credit  program.  I  think  there  may  be 
some  question  in  the  minds  of  coopera¬ 
tive  grain  dealers  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try,  as  well  as  independent  grain  dealers, 
that  there  is  an  attempt  to  take  over 
the  grain  trade  as  such.  Personally,  that 
is  not  my  idea.  I  am  sure  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  would  not  at¬ 
tempt  to  replace  the  grain  dealers  under 
some  new  plan  it  wishes  to  formulate. 
The  only  purpose  of  the  subcommittee 
provided  for  in  the  bill  will  be  to  see  that 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  in 
the  operation  of  its  program,  does  make 
use  to  the  limit  practicable  of  the  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  cooperative  grain  trade  and 
the  grain  trade  in  the  future. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  refer  briefly  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  just  raised  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska.  I  understand  he  has  ex¬ 
pressed  concern  with  regard  to  what 
might  be  called  nationalization  of  the 
grain  industry.  For  his  information  I 
should  like  to  read  a  statement  from  a 
so-called  confidential  report  issued  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  which  I 
previously  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate.  This  report  was  denied  at  the 
time,  although  it  is  rather  significant 
that  practically  everything  outlined  in 


the  report  is  now  being  placed  into  effect. 
Prom  page  2  of  the  report  which  was 
issued  last  year,  I  read  the  following: 

To  meet  the  critical  storage  situation 
which  is  almost  certain  to  develop  when  the 
1949  grain  crops  begin  to  move  to  market,  a 
program  must  be  initiated  at  once  and  com¬ 
pleted  this  year  to  provide  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  not  less  than  150,000,000  bushels  of 
Government-owned  and  Government-oper¬ 
ated  trackslde-storage  facilities,  principally 
in  the  heavy-producing  areas  of  the  Corn 
Belt.  By  “trackside  storage”  is  meant 
storage  structures  from  which  grain  may  be 
loaded  directly  into  railroad  cars.  The  fur¬ 
ther  expansmn  of  Government  grain-storage 
facilities  to  a  capacity  of  at  least  500,000,000 
bushels  for  corn  and  wheat  alone,  should  be 
planned  for  completion  within  the  next  3 
years. 

I  continue  to  read  from  the  report : 

If  an  international  wheat  agreement 
should  become  operative,  the  program  would 
have  to  be  expanded  to  provide  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  100,000,000  bushels  of  Government 
wheat-storage  facilities  in  order  to  assure 
dependable  supplies  for  export  to  participat¬ 
ing  importing  countries. 

The  report  concludes  with  this  state¬ 
ment: 

A  grain-storage  program  of  a  magnitude 
and  an  expedient  nature  such  as  the  pro¬ 
posed  program  involves  should  be  carried  out 
and  operated  as  a  Government  project  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

There  is  no  secret  about  it.  The  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  for  the  past  15 
or  18  months  have  been  operating  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  nationalize  the  grain  industry. 
They  testified  before  the  committee  last 
year  that  they  were  planning  a  storage 
capacity  of  only  150,000,000  bushels. 
However,  at  the  same  time  they  were 
laying  plans  for  storage  capacity  of  500,- 
000,000  bushels  and  then  making  ar¬ 
rangements  to  carry  out  these  plans. 

This  report  which  was  mailed  out  to 
their  keymen  last  year,  stated  that  the 
report  was  to  be  kept  strictly  confidential 
and  under  no  conditions  was  it  to  be 
made  available  to  any  Member  of 
Congress. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
interested  in  the  quotation  which  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  placed  in  the 
Record.  As  he  says,  I  think  it  was 
printed  in  the  Record  some  months  ago. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  It  was,  although  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  denied  at 
that  time  such  plans.  Since  that  time, 
however,  every  statement  in  it  has  been 
confirmed. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  I  understood  the  Sena¬ 
tor  to  say  that  they  denied  the  accuracy 
or  the  authenticity  of  this  report. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  They  admitted  the 
fact  that  the  report  had  been  written. 
They  could  not  deny  that.  They  could 
not  deny  that  fact  because  I  had  the  re¬ 
port,  and  the  report  was  written  on  their 
stationery  and  was  signed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  Therefore,  they 
could  not  deny  its  existence.  However, 


they  said  that  they  had  surveyed  it  and 
had  decided  that  they  would  not  use  it. 
I  disputed  that  fact  at  that  time  because 
of  information  I  had  received  and  also 
because  at  that  time  the  Department 
had  men  in  the  field  making  a  survey 
of  storage  facilities  for  so  many  hundred 
million  bushels  of  soybeans,  corn,  and 
wheat.  They  outlined  the  whole  pro¬ 
gram  of  how  they  would  work  in  the  next 
3  years  for  nationalization. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Would  funds  provided 
for  by  this  bill  be  available  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  additional  storage  facilities? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  not  an  attor¬ 
ney,  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  enactment  of 
.this  bill  would  in  no  way  affect  the  policy 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  I 
think  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
won  its  battle  last  year.  At  that  time 
they  obtained  the  authority,  and  they 
are  now  exercising  it.  Unless  they  are 
checked  the  nationalization  of  the  grain 
industry  and  storage  facilities  will  be  ef¬ 
fected. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  I  think  the  Senator 
heard  the  discussion  between  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  and  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  regarding  the 
appointment  of  a  subcommittee  to  keep 
track  of  the  operations  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation’s  warehousing 
program.  Does  the  Senator  think  that 
would  be  a  good  idea? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  would  be  a  good  idea  to  ap¬ 
point  a  committee  to  keep  track  of  them. 
I  think  we  should  appoint  a  committee 
to  keep  ahead  of  them. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time,  on  behalf 
of  myself,  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Ives],  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrickson],  the 
Senators  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges  and  Mr.  Tobey],  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  and  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Cain],  I 
offer  and  send  to  the  desk  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  ask  to  have  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hoey 
in  the  chair) .  The  amendment  will  be 
read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

That  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection 
(d)  of  section  101  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  (Public  Law  No.  439,  81st  Cong.)  are 
hereby  repealed. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  This  amendment 
proposes  to  strike  out  that  section  of 
Senate  bill  2826  which  would  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  by  an  additional 
$2,000,000,000,  and  to  insert  in  its  place  a 
proposal  to  repeal,  effective  immediately, 
the  existing  90  percent  minimum  support 
guaranty  on  the  so-called  “basic”  com¬ 
modities.  Under  our  amendment  this  is 
accomplished  by  advancing  the  effective 
date  of  the  flexible  provisions  of  the 
Anderson  Act  from  January  1,  1952,  to 
.become  “effective  immediately.” 

Under  the  existing  law  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  the  authority  to 
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Over-all  cost  of  the  farm-support  program  to  the  taxpayers  for  the  2-month  period, 

January  and  February  1950 


Commodity 

Net  pro¬ 
gram  >  re¬ 
sults  as  re¬ 
ported  by 
CCO 

Sec.  32  a 

Sec.  6  s 

Occupied 
areas  < 

EGA  (grants 
only)  * 

Tota 

$4. 151,  705 
1,  757, 29S 
’48,  946 
’  2,  247 
136, 120 
798, 566 
’  .38, 973 
8, 890. 063 
81,093 

1, 026, 763 
2,251,611 

7,  050, 564 

$529,000 
21, 798, 000 

$2, 958, 000 
66, 903, 000 
3, 567, 000 

$7, 638, 705 
GO,  974, 470 
3,518,054 
’2,247 

6. 775. 120 
60,406,066 

9, 618, 027 
10, 560, 331 
2, 180, 568 
2, 635, 449 

3. 236. 121 
43, 972, 491 

Whoat  6 

$516, 172 

Rye  8 _ _ 

Soybeans  _ _ _ _ 

4, 986, 000 
30, 114, 420 

1, 653, 000 
29, 493, 000 
9, 657, 000 

Cotton  1“ _ _ 

80 

Potatoes  . -  - . - . 

1,670,268 
968,  465 
216, 686 
616,  462 
9, 014, 360 

Eegs . . . . . . 

1,131,000 
1,392,000 
261,000 
24, 273, 000 

Milk  n.  _ _ _ _ _ 

Peanuts  _ 

$107, 048 
2,  297, 595 

Other  n _ _ _ _ 

736, 972 

Total . . . 

26, 053, 617 

13, 602, 493 

2,  404,  643 

58, 164,  392 

141, 288, 000 

241, 513, 145 

'  From  Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s  Report  of  Financial  Conditions  and  Operations  as  of  Feb.  2S,  1950. 

2  Expenditures  under  sec.  32  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1935. 

3  Expenditures  under  sec.  6,  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

*  Amounts  invoiced  to  the  Army  for  deliveries  of  commodities  for  export  to  occupied  areas;  not  for  consumption  by 
TJ.  S.  armed  services. 

‘  Provides  for  all  procurements  in  United  States— either  available  directly  to  foreign  countries  for  purchase  or  made 
available  to  procurement  agency  of  U.  S.  Government. 

®  Includes  wheat  flour. 

^  Gain. 

*  Includes  rye  flour. 

*  Includes  soybean  oil. 

">  Includes  cottonseed  and  cottonseed  oil. 

o  Includes  potato  flour  and  potato  starch. 

Includes  dried  whole  mUk,  dried  skimmed  milk,  and  evaporated  milk. 

*3  Includes  peanut  butter. 

Includes  butter,  cheese,  grain  sorghums,  oats,  rice,  flaxseed,  lard,  linseed  oil,  tallow,  tung  oil,  apricots,  dates,  figs, 
peaches,  prunes,  raisins,  sorghum  starch,  dry  beans,  dry  peas,  honey,  sugar,  miscellaneous  seeds,  canned  fruit  and 
fruit  juices,  canned  vegetables,  meat,  fish  and  fish  products,  wool,  alcohol,  sweetpotatoes,  pears,  citrus  fruit,  apples,  etc 


tise  the  credit  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  borrowing  $4,750,000,000.  As 
of  Januai’y  31, 1950,  the  Corporation  had 
committed  about  $4,000,000,000  of  this 
borrowing  capacity.  During  the  past  12 
months  the  commitments  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  have  in¬ 
creased  $1,900,000,000  or  from  $2,031,- 
000,000  in  January  1949,  to  $3,947,000,000 
in  January  1950. 

During  the  past  20  months,  that  is 
June  30,  1948,  to  February  28,  1950,  the 
commitments  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  have  increased  at  an  aver¬ 
age  monthly  rate  of  $160,000,000.  At 
this  time,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  inserted  in  the  Record  a  chart 
showing  the  graduated  increases  in  the 
commitments  on  a  monthly  basis  for  the 
past  20  months. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Total  commitments  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  the  price-sUpport  program 
under  loans  and  inventories  as  of  last  day 
of  month 

1948:  Value 

June  » _  $289, 106,  230.  24 

July _  269,  030,  883.  03 

August _  313,  260,  740.  74 

September  _  510,  565,  946.  47 

October  _  938,022,876.55 

November _  1,  284,  695,  194. 45 

December _  1,  858,  988,  764.  25 

1949: 

January  _  2,031,395,201.35 

February _  2, 100,  708,  687.  29 

March  _  2,  185, 122,  595.  30 

April _  2,  218,  296,  282.  69 

May _  2,237,238,  131.  50 

June _  2,  372,  543,  489.  86 

July  _  2,450,201,874.54 

August _  2,  680,  470,  432.  12 

September  _  2,  894,  305,  973. 15 

October  = _  3, 148,  577,  434.  67 

November _  3,  370,  189,  273.  37 

December  _  3,  645, 129,  317.  13 

1950: 

January _  3,  947,  423,  790.  14 

February _  4,  036,  175,  000.  00 

*  First  projection  of  the  90-percent  support 
level  under  the  Aiken-Hope  Act. 

“  Second  projection  of  the  90-percent  sup¬ 
port  level  under  the  Anderson  Act. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  addition  to  this 
accumulation  of  over  $4,000,000,000  in¬ 
vestments  in  agricultural  commodities 
during  the  past  20  months,  our  Govern¬ 
ment  gave  away  at  home  and  abroad  an 
additional  $3,500,000,000  worth  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  On  March  21, 
1950,  I  inserted  in  the  Congressional 
Record  a  chart  which  appeared  on  page 
3795,  giving  a  break-down  by  commodi¬ 
ties  of  $3,460,000,000  which  had  been  dis¬ 
tributed  between  June  30,  1948,  and  De¬ 
cember  31,  1949.  In  addition  to  this 
amount  we  find  that  during  January  and 
February  1950,  our  Government  has 
given  away  at  home  and  abroad  an  addi¬ 
tional  $241,513,145  worth  of  agricultural 
commodities,  and  at  this  point  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  a  chart  showing  a  break¬ 
down  by  commodities  of  this  2 -month 
give-away  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 


Mr.  WILLIAMS.  As  in  previous  in¬ 
stances  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  in  boasting  of  a  small  loss  on  this 
give-away  program,  is  not  telling  the 
taxpayers  the  entire  story.  For  instance, 
as  can  be  seen  from  the  chart  just  in¬ 
serted,  during  January  and  February  of 
this  year,  the  Corporation  showed  a  loss 
of  $26,000,000,  but  an  examination  of 
their  operations  shows  that  this  smaller 
loss  was  only  possible  by  virtue  of  the 
fact  that  over  $215,000,000  worth  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities  which  had  been 
given  away  by  the  Government  were 
charged  against  the  appropriations  of 
other  governmental  agencies. 

So  far  as  the  taxpayers  are  concerned 
the  agricultural  program  during  the  first 
2  months  of  this  year  is  as  follows: 

Between  December  31,  1949,  and  Feb¬ 
ruary  28,  1950,  our  investments  in  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  under  loans  and 
inventories,  were  increased  by  $391,045,- 
683.87. 

In  addition  to  this  increased  accu¬ 
mulation  of  agricultural  commodities 
during  the  same  2 -month  period  we 
gave  away  at  home  and  abroad  at  the 
American  taxpayers’  expense  additional 
agricultural  commodities  costing  $241,- 
513,145.  In  view  of  this,  earlier  this  year 
I  would  have  said  that  the  Corporation 
would  need  this  additional  $2,000,000,000 
requested  unless  the  support  prices  were 
lowered.  However,  since  that  time  cer¬ 
tain  developments  have  occurred  chief 
among  which  is  the  drastic  downward 
revision  in  the  Department’s  estimate 
for  the  winter-wheat  crop.  This  now 
raises  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not 
these  funds  will  be  needed.  There  is, 
however,  no  question  but  that  if  Con¬ 
gress  will  lower  the  support  prices  to  a 
more  realistic  level  this  $2,000,000,000 
absolutely  will  not  be  needed. 


We  should  repeal,  effective  immedi¬ 
ately,  the  90-percent  minimum  support 
by  making  the  flexible  provisions  of  the 
Anderson  Act  effective  immediately  in¬ 
stead  of  waiting  until  January  1,  1952. 
This  reduction  in  the  support  prices  of 
the  basic  commodities  would  automati¬ 
cally  result  in  an  across-the-board  low¬ 
ering  in  the  support  for  all  commodities 
since  one  of  the  factors  in  determining 
the  support  price  for  any  commodity  is 
its  relationship  to  all  other  basic  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  President,  I  pointed  out  yesterday 
that  the  distinguished  majority  leader, 
along  with  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson],  who  formerly  was 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  defended  this 
principle  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  last 
October.  At  that  time  the  existing  90- 
percent  support  program  was  being  de¬ 
nounced  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
And  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  last 
October  the  majority  leader  [Mr.  Lucas] 
voted  for  the  principles  embodied  in  our 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  argument  has  been 
advanced  that  Congress  by  repealing  the 
90-percent  support  level  at  this  time 
might  be  violating  a  promise  to  the 
American  farmers  in  the  midst  of  a  crop 
year  since  the  winter  wheat  crop  is  on 
the  verge  of  the  harvesting  season.  I 
point  out  the  fact  that  at  the  time  this 
winter  wheat  crop,  which  is  now  ready 
for  harvesting,  was  planted,  we  were  op¬ 
erating  under  the  provisions  of  the  Hope- 
Aiken  Act,  a  law  under  which  they  were 
scheduled  to  obtain  a  lower  support  price 
as  of  January  1,  1950,  than  is  provided 
for  under  the  flexible  provisions  of  the 
Anderson  Act.  Regardless  of  what  ac¬ 
tion  the  Congress  takes  on  the  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  am  offering  here  today, 
the  farmers  will  still  be  receiving  a 
higher  support  price  than  they  were 
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promised  by  the  Government  at  the  time 
they  planted  their  wheat  last  fall.  As 
far  as  the  rest  of  the  crops  affected  are 
concerned,  we  are  in  the  midst  of  the 
planting  season,  but  the  farmers  still 
have  ample  time  to  reduce  their  acreage 
if  they  wish. 

I  have  stated  previously,  and  I  repeat, 
that  I  do  not  think  that  even  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  our  amendment  would  provide 
the  ultimate  answer  to  our  farm-support 
program.  However,  it  is  a  step  in  the 
right  direction.  Nor  do  we  claim  that 
its  adoption  would  mean  a  net  savings 
to  the  taxpayers  of  the  full  $2,000,000,- 
000,  even  though  it  would  eliminate  the 
necessity  for  extending  the  $2,000,000,- 
000  authority  to  the  Corporation.  Yet 
no  one  will  question  the  fact  that  with 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment  sub¬ 
stantial  savings  approximating  $1,000,- 
000,000  would  be  made  to  the  taxpayers. 

On  March  21  of  this  year,  I  called  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  the  fact  that 
during  the  past  18  months  alone  the 
Government  had  spent  nearly  $7,500,- 
000,000  purchasing  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities  which  in  turn  were  withheld  from 
the  markets.  Of  this  amount,  nearly 
$4,000,000,000  worth  of  commodities  were 
held  in  inventories  and  under  loans  as 
of  January  31,  1950,  while  the  additional 
$3,500,000,000  worth  were  given  away 
either  at  home  or  abroad.  On  that  date, 
I  inserted  in  the  Record  two  charts 
which  gave  a  breakdown  of  these  expend¬ 
itures  by  commodities.  These  charts 
appear  on  page  3795  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  March  21,  1950. 

Neither  Congress  nor  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  any  plan  whereby  we 
can  dispose  of  this  $4,000,000,000  worth 
of  agricultural  commodities,  which  at 
the  present  time  is  rapidly  deteriorating 
in  our  warehouses  and  caves.  I  think 
that  it  is  inexcusable  that  we  today 
should  even  consider  authorizing  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  fur¬ 
ther  increase  these  unwieldly  inventories 
by  another  $2,000,000,000  during  the  next 
12  months. 

Every  Member  of  Congress  recognizes 
the  fact  that  the  continuation  of  this 
absurd  policy  another  12  months  will  not 
solve  the  problem.  We  are  merely  post¬ 
poning  the  day  of  reckoning.  Unless  we 
act  now,  1  year  from  now  we  will  have 
the  same  unsolved  agricultural  problem, 
only  then  we  might  well  have  $6,000,000,- 
000  of  the  taxpayers’  money  tied  up  in 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  instead 
of  $4,000,000,000. 

The  wholesale  waste  and  destruction 
of  food  which  inevitably  accompanies 
such  an  unsound  program  is  becoming 
obnoxious  to  the  American  people,  and 
unless  the  Senators  representing  the 
farm  States  recognize  this  situation  and 
agree  to  have  the  support  prices  on  these 
commodities  lowered  to  a  more  realistic 
level,  they  will  soon  find  themselves  with 
no  farm  program  whatever. 

These  high  support  prices  cannot  be 
justified  to  the  American  housewives, 
who  for  the  past  2  years  have  seen  the 
Government  hold  the  price  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  at  an  artificially  high 
level — by  withholding  from  the  mar¬ 
ket — or  at  times  destroying  huge  quan¬ 
tities  of  foods.  This  was  particularly 


hard  for  them  to  understand  when,  at 
the  same  time,  they  were  having  a  hard 
time  providing  the  necessities  of  life  for 
their  families. 

During  the  past  4  years  years  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  spent  billions  for  the  an¬ 
nounced  purpose  of  checking  the  spread 
of  communism  throughout  the  world, 
yet  no  amount  of  money  which  we  spend 
at  home  or  abroad  can  check  the  accept¬ 
ance  of  the  principles  of  communism  or 
any  other  "ism”  by  an  American  citizen 
who  witnesses  this  unwarranted  destruc¬ 
tion  of  good  edible  foods  when  his  family 
is  hungry. 

The  principal  farm  organizations  of 
this  country  recognize  this  danger  and 
have  endorsed  the  principle  of  lower 
support  prices  as  provided  under  the  flex¬ 
ible  provisions  of  the  law.  They  would 
rather  have  lower  support  prices  put  into 
effect  immediately  than  face  the  danger 
of  losing  their  farm-support  program 
entirely. 

Mr.  President,  some  argue  that  those 
of  us  who  favor  this  amendment  which 
proposes  to  lower  these  prices  are  trying 
to  destroy  the  farm-support  program, 
but  I  point  out  that  the  adoption  of  our 
amendment,  while  it  would  result  in  an 
over-all  lowering  of  the  support  prices, 
would  still  leave,  in  many  instances,  a 
support  price  on  most  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  actually  higher  than  the  farm¬ 
ers  received  for  those  same  commodities 
during  the  past  10  years.  For  instance, 
under  the  90-percent  formula,  cotton  is 
supported  at  27  cents  per  pound,  while 
under  the  flexible  formula,  if  our  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted,  cotton  would  be  sup¬ 
ported  at  a  range  between  22  cents  and 
27  cents,  depending  upon  the  national 
supply.  The  average  price  which  the 
farmers  have  received  for  cotton  during 
the  past  10  years  is  only  22i/2  cents  per 
pound.  So  even  at  the  minimum  figure 
under  the  flexible  formula  farmers  still 
would  have  a  good  support  price,  more 
than  they  have  been  receiving. 

The  wheat  farmers  are  today  receiving 
a  support  price  of  around  $1.92  per 
bushel.  Under  the  flexible  formula,  the 
price  could  drop  as  low  as  $1.60  per 
bushel.  This  minimum  price  of  $1.6o 
would  still  be  11  cents  per  bushel  higher 
than  the  average  price  which  the  western 
farmer  received  for  wheat  during  the 
past  10  years.  This  minimum  price  of 
$1.60  per  bushel,  as  provided  for  under 
the  flexible  formula.  Is  also  about  50 
cents  over  the  average  cost  of  production. 

Ehiring  the  past  10  years  we  find  that 
the  average  price  the  farmers  received 
for  corn  was  $1.16  per  bushel.  Today 
corn  is  being  supported  at  a  basis  of 
$1.40  per  bushel.  If  the  amendment 
offered  here  today  were  adopted,  corn 
would  be  allowed  to  fluctuate  as  low  as 
$1.22  per  bushel,  which  again  is  higher 
than  the  past  10-year  average  price  for 
corn  and  far  above  the  cost  of  produc¬ 
tion. 

The  same  thing  is  true  as  to  practi¬ 
cally  every  other  commodity  affected 
under  our  amendment. 

I  have  yet  to  hear  any  Member  of 
Congress  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
give  any  justification  for  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  Government’s  spending  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  annually  to  support  agri¬ 


cultural  commodities  at  prices  higher 
than  at  wartime  level.  These  high  sup¬ 
port  prices  were  authorized  during  the 
war  for  the  sole  purpose  of  encouraging 
increased  production  at  a  time  when  the 
country  needed  all  the  food  it  could  ob¬ 
tain.  It  was  never  the  intention  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  these  high  support  prices 
should  be  projected  over  into  a  peacetime 
economy,  and  the  only  reason  that  they 
have  been  so  projected  is  that  neither 
the  administration  nor  the  Congress  has 
as  yet  had  the  courage  to  face  the  cold 
facts  and  tell  the  American  farmers  that 
the  program  must  be  modified.  So  far 
the  administration  has  been  more  inter¬ 
ested  in  buying  the  votes  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  than  they  are  in  promoting 
an  economically  sound  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram. 

Unless  Congress  reduces  governmental 
expenditures  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  below  the  budgetary  estimates,  we 
are  going  to  close  our  books  next  July 
with  a  deficit  in  excess  of  $6,000,000,000. 
The  American  taxpayers  are  becoming 
impatient  with  the  continuation  of  the 
wartime  excise  taxes,  and  are  insisting 
upon  either  a  reduction  or  an  outright 
repeal:  but  the  taxpayer  is  only  being 
kidded  if  he  believes  that  he  is  going  to 
obtain  any  worth-while  reduction  in 
taxes  prior  to  a  reduction  in  governmen¬ 
tal  expenditures.  So  far  we  have  made 
very  little  progress  toward  reducing  these 
expenditures.  The  amount  involved  in 
this  vote  this  afternoon  on  the  pending 
amendment  would  save  the  taxpayers 
enough  money  to  enable  us  to  repeal 
many  of  these  excise  or  nuisance  taxes 
without  increasing  our  deficit,  and  at  the 
same  time  give  the  farmers  a  sounder 
agricultural  program. 

I  would  suggest  that  if  American  tax¬ 
payers  want  to  know  just  how  sincere 
their  representatives  are  in  promising  a 
reduction  in  the  cost  of  government  and 
a  reduction  in  these  excise  taxes,  they 
check  the  votes  here  this  afternoon. 

Practically  every  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  since  the  convening  of  the  second 
session  of  the  Eighty-first  Congress  has 
made  an  eloquent  speech  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  pleading  for  economy  in 
order  that  we  might  reduce  excise  taxes 
and  balance  the  budget,  but  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayers  have  long  since  learned 
that  political  speeches  alone  promising 
economy  are  not  enough,  it  is  how  we 
vote  that  really  counts. 

The  vote  on  the  amendment  this  after¬ 
noon  is  a  vote  not  only  for  a  better  and 
sounder  farm  program,  but  also  a  vote 
for  the  saving  of  around  $1,000,000,000 
to  the  American  taxpayers  during  the 
next  12  months.  It  is  a  vote  which  will 
check  this  obnoxious  policy  of  a  planned 
destruction  of  food  to  create  artificial 
shortages.  A  vote  for  our  amendment 
lowering  the  support  prices  will  auto¬ 
matically  provide  lower  prices  to  the 
American  housewives,  and  the  increased 
consumption  which  follows  such  a  re¬ 
duction  in  prices  will  have  a  tendency  to 
start  our  unwieldly  inventories  moving 
in  the  normal  channels  of  trade,  and 
remove  the  necessity  of  the  two-billion 
increase  to  be  voted  on  today. 

There  is  no  use  kidding  the  American 
housewife.  She  is  never  going  to  pur- 
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chase  her  groceries  at  lower  prices  under 
any  agricultural  program,  regardless  of 
its  name,  until  the  support  prices  to  the 
American  farmer  are  reduced  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Brannan,  during  recent  months,  has 
been  trying  to  make  political  capital  by 
promising  the  farmers  increased  support 
prices,  and  at  the  same  time  promising 
housewives  lower  prices.  Then  he  has 
the  effrontery  to  tell  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  that  this  will  cost  less.  To  hear 
Mr.  Brannan  explain  his  utopian  farm 
program  reminds  me  of  an  inventor’s 
dream  of  how  he  plans  to  place  in  opera¬ 
tion  the  machine  of  perpetual  motion. 
While  it  is  admitted  that  either  idea 
has  a  lot  of  appeal,  yet  in  both  instances 
we  are  confronted  wiih  the  same  prob¬ 
lem;  namely,  that  the  sponsors  them¬ 
selves  have  not  the  slightest  idea  of  how 
to  make  their  plan  work. 

The  cold  facts  of  the  situation  are  that 
no  agricultural  program  under  any  name 
will  ever  work  during  peacetime  which 
proposes  to  support  any  agricultural 
commodity  at  a  price  higher  than  the 
cost  of  production.  The  sooner  this  prin¬ 
ciple  is  recognized  and  the  program  re¬ 
duced  accordingly,  the  better  it  will  be 
for  the  American  farmers,  consumers, 
and  taxpayers.  The  adoption  of  this 
amendment  here  this  afternoon  would  be 
a  major  step  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  President,  in  conclusion  let  me  say 
that  while  I  come  from  one  of  the  Eastern 
States  I  think  I  am  qualified  to  speak  so 
far  as  agriculture  is  concerned,  because 
the  county  in  which  I  live  ranks  third 
in  agricultural  production  among  the 
counties  east  of  the  Rocky  Mountains. 
In  agricultural  production  we  out-rank"" 
any  county  in  any  of  the  States  which 
are  represented  on  the  two  Agricultural 
Committees.  Entirely  too  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  think  that  all  of  the 
farmers  are  located  in  the  Mississippi 
Valley  and  the  South.  Our  farmers  in 
the  East  are  just  as  important  to  the 
economy  of  this  country  as  are  the 
western  farmers,  and  they  are  being 
bankrupted  under  this  existing  policy  of 
supporting  western  grains  at  artificially 
high  levels. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
SxENKis  in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 

Aiken 
Brlcker 
Byrd 
Donnell 
Dworshak 
Ellender 
Frear 


Thye,  Mr.  Tydings,  Mr.  Watkins,  and 
Mr.  Wherry  answered  to  their  names 
when  called. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  move  that  the  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  be  directed  to  request  the 
attendance  of  absent  Senators. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order  of 
the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay  Mr.  Brewster,  Mr. 
Capehart,  Mr.  Chapman,  Mr.  Connally, 
Mr.  Ferguson,  Mr.  Flanders,  Mr.  George, 
Mr.  Green,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Hoey,  Mr. 
Holland,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado,  Mr. 
Johnson  of  Texas,  Mr.  Kefauver,  Mr. 
Kilgore,  Mr.  Danger,  Mr.  Lehman,  Mr. 
Lodge,  Mr.  Malone,  Mr.  McCarran,  Mr. 
McFarland,  Mr.  Millikin,  Mr.  Murray, 
,  Mr.  Neely,  Mr.  O’Mahoney,  Mr.  Pepper, 
Mr.  Robertson,  Mr.  Taft,  Mr.  Tobey, 
Mr.  Withers,  and  Mr.  Young  entered  the 
Chamber  and  answered  to  their  names. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Williams]  for  himself  and 
other  Senators. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


Fulbright 

Gillette 

Ives 

Knowland 

Leahy 

McCarthy 

McClellan 


Martin 
Morse 
Mundt 
Stennls 
Williams  . 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  names  of  the  absent  Senators. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  names 
of  the  absent  Senators,  and  Mr.  Butler, 
Mr.  Cain,  Mr.  Cordon,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr. 
Ecton,  Mr.  Hendrickson,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr. 
Kem,  Mr.  Long,  Mr.  Lucas,  Mr.  Magnu- 
SON,  Mr.  Maybank,  Mr.  McKellar,  Mr. 
McMahon,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  Salton- 
STALL,  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Sparkman,  Mr.  Thomas  of  Utah,  Mr. 


“«?TDB»iA!W!>0'  OHD  lilWWll'Jl 

DECISIOr^ 

Mr.  McCarthy  obtain^  the  floor/ 
Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  Pi\gident,  Will 
he  Senator  yield? 

!  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  tJoes  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield  to  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming?  /" 

i  Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  am  glad /to  y\ld. 
j  Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  ylfc- 
terday  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mie  UnitM 
States  handed  down  two  important  de-^ 
Visions  involving  the  marginal  sea  and 
the  resources  thereunder.y  One  was  in 
the  case  of  the  United  St^es  against  the 
State  of  Louisiana,  the  other,  in  the  case 
Of  United  States  agai^t  the  State  of 
Texas.  Both  decisionsy^re  of  the  utmost 
Importance  for  the/  consideration  of 
Members  of  Congre^,  and  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  .ftiey  may  be  printed 
an  the  body  of  the  IIecord. 

'■  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  decisions 
were  ordered  tb  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
fas  follows : 

, Supreme  Cou/it  op  the  United  States — No.' 

12,  Original — October  Term,  1949 — The 
.  United  States  op  America,  Plaintiff,  v. 

’■  The  State  of  Louisiana — Motion  for 
Leave  To  FTle  Complaint  and  Complaint 
'  (June  5,  1950) 

Mr.  Justice  Douglas  delivered  the  opinion 
iof  the  Court: 

'•  “TJhe  United  States  by  its  Attorney  General 
,and  its  Solicitor  General  brought  this  suit 
asjcinst  the  State  of  Louisiana,  invoking  our 
jurisdiction  under  article  III,  section  2,  Cl.  2 


!  , 
i  of  the  Constitution  which  provides  “In  all  / 

’  cases  ♦  •  *  in  which  a  State  shall  be  a  / 

party,  the  Supreme  Court  shall  have  originaj) 
jurisdiction.” 

.“The  complaint  alleges  that  the  Unit/fd 
States  was  and  is  ‘the  owner  in  fee  simpler  of, 
or  possessed  of  paramount  rights  in,  anyfull 
dominion  and  power  over,  the  lands,Anin- 
_  erals,  and  other  things  underlying  tM  Gulf 
of  Mexico,  lying  seaward  of  the  ordinary  low- 
water  mark  on  the  coast  of  Louisjfena  and 
I  outside  of  the  inland  waters,  exteiKing  sea- 
;  ward  27  marine  miles  and  bounaed  on  the 
t  east  and  west,  respectively,  by  /he  eastern 
i  and  western  boundaries  of  the  *ate  of  Loul- 
fsiana.’  / 

i  “The  complaint  further  al^es  that  Loui¬ 
siana,  claiming  rights  in  tmt  property  ad¬ 
verse  to  the  United  States^^as  made  leases 
under  her  statutes  to  v^ous  persons  and 
corporations  which  haveVentered  upon  said 
lands,  drilled  wells  for  t/e  recovery  of  petro¬ 
leum,  gas  and  other  hy^ocarbon  substances, 
and  paid  Louisiana  Substantial  sums  of 
money  in  bonuses,  ]»nt,  and  royalties,  but 
that  neither  Loulsl/ia  nor  its  lessees  have 
;  recognized  the  rlgjfts  of  the  United  States 
in  said  property. 

“The  prayer  o^the  complaint  is  for  a  de¬ 
cree  adjudging  And  declaring  the  right  of 
the  United  StAes  as  against  Louisiana  in 
this  property/ enjoining  Louisiana  and  all 
persons  clalmflng  under  it  from  continuing  to 
trespass  updn  the  area  in  violation  of  the 
right  of  t/e  United  States,  and  requiring 
Louisiana/to  account  for  the  money  derived 
by  it  frcfa  the  area  subsequent  to  June  23, 
1947. 

“Loi/siana  opposed  the  motion  for  leave 
to  fix/  the  complaint,  contending  that  the 
StatA  have  not  consented  to  be  sued  by  the 
iFe^ral  Government  and  that  United  States 
V.  Texas  (143  U.  S.  621) ,  which  held  that  arti¬ 
cle  III,  section  2,  Cl.  2  of  the  Constitution, 
igrantlng  this  Court  original  jurisdiction  in 
(cases  ‘in  which  a  State  shall  be  a  party,’ 
■includes  cases  brought  by  the  United  States 
■  (•gainst  a  State  should  be  overruled.  We 
heard  argument  on  the  motion  for  leave  to 
file  and  thereafter  granted  it.  (337  U.  S.  902, 
rehearing  denied,  337  U.  S.  928.) 

“Louisiana  then  filed  a  demurrer  asserting 
that  the  Court  has  no  original  jurisdiction 
of  the  parties  or  of  the  subject  matter.  She 
moved  to  dismiss  on  the  ground  that  the 
lessees  are  indispensable  parties  to  the  case; 
and  she  also  moved  for  a  more  definite  state¬ 
ment  of  the  claim  of  the  United  States  and 
for  a  bill  of  particulars.  The  United  States 
moved  for  Judgment.  The  demurrer  was 
overruled,  Louisiana’s  motions  denied,  and 
^he  motion  of  the  United  States  for  judg- 
ent  was  denied,  Louisiana  being  given  30 
d^te  in  which  to  file  an  answer.  338  U.  S. 
80^ 

“IiJ^her  answer  Louisiana  admits  that 
‘the  l^Wted  States  has  paramount  rights 
in,  and  Tull  dominion  and  power  over,  the 
lands,  miHl^als,  and  other  things  underly¬ 
ing  the  Gu^of  Mexico  adjacent  to  the  coast 
of  Louisian^to  the  extent  of  all  govern¬ 
mental  powe«kexistlng  under  the  Consti¬ 
tution,  laws,  aM  treaties  of  the  United 
States,’  but  assess  that  there  are  no  con¬ 
flicting  claims  of^jovernmental  powers  to 
authorize  the  use  o^the  bed  of  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  for  the  purpo^.  of  searching  for  and 
producing  oil  and  otlilk  natural  resources, 
on  which  the  relief  soAht  by  the  United 
States  depends,  since  the^ongress  has  not 
adopted  any  law  which  ass«|ts  such  Federal 
authority  over  the  bed  of  tha^ulf  of  Mex¬ 
ico.  Louisiana,  therefore,  contends  that 
there  is  no  actual  justiciable  conlKoversy  be¬ 
tween  the  parties.  Louisiana  in  Ser  answer 
denies  that  the  United  States  has  infce  sim¬ 
ple  title  to  the  lands,  minerals,  an\  other 
things  underlying  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  As 
affirmative  defenses  Louisiana  asserts  \jiat 
she  is  the  holder  of  fee  simple  title  to  all  the 
lands,  minerals,  and  other  things  in  contrd.; 
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tee  and  In  the  type  of  report  the  commlt- 
t8e  would  make.  At  least  I  am  sure  he 
would  not  deny  that  they  are  honorable 
meri>  and  ably  qualified,  and  if  they 
made  a  report  upon  a  full  investigation, 
having  had  the  complete  files  before 
them  when  they  made  the  investigation, 
they  could'  report  not  only  to  this  con¬ 
gressional  body,  but  to  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  as  to  what  the  situation 
was,  so  far  as  disloyal  and  other  un¬ 
worthy  employees  within  the  Federal 
Government  were.  But  if  a  new  com¬ 
mittee  were  named,  and  they  were 
treated  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the 
present  committee  has  been  treated,  so 
far  as  the  files  are  concerned,  they  could 
not  report  to  us  any  more  fully  than 
could  the  present  committee. . 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  I 
agree  with  the  Senator  in  some  of  the 
things  he  has  said.- 

It  seems  to  me  rather  fantastic  to^read 
announcements  that  some  new  board,  of 
civilians  will  be  appointed,  who  will  have 
complete  access  to  the  files.  I  do  not 
know  why  the  President  would  trust ' 
some  of  his  civilian  employees  with  more 
material  than  he  will  trust  to  the  present 
committee. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  none  of  the 
Senators  who  are  examining  the  files  can 
even  take  notes  even  though  some  of  the 
files  are  as  much  as  4  or  5  inches  thick, 
with  hundreds  of  names  in  them? 

Mr.  THYE.  Yes,  I  am  aware  of  that; 
and  it  was  for  that  reason  I  said  that 
surely  the  President  can  put  those  Mem¬ 
bers  on  their  honor  and  make  available 
to  them  the  full  files,  the  full  contents 
of  the  files,  in  order  that  the  Members 
may  know  and  may  obtain  that  which 
they  are  seeking.  It  was  for  that  reason 
I  said  the  President  should  trust  those 
men  on  their  honor  to  examine  the  files 
in  their  full  content. 

I  knew  that  request  had  been  made  of 
the  Members  not  to  make^  notes;  that 
they  could  only  examine  the  files  and 
walk  out,  trusting  that  their  memories 
were  good  enough  to  serve  them  respect¬ 
ing  what  was  in  the  files.  It  was  for 
that  reason  I  said  that  I  thought  the 
President  had  been  in  error,  that  he  had 
not  shown  the  Members  of  Congress  the 
courtesy  to  which  they  are  justly  en¬ 
titled.  Because  of  the  fact  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  this  Nation  has  elected  them,  and 
that  they  have  taken  the  oath  of  ofQce 
to  uphold  the  Constitution,  they  should 
be  permitted  to  look  at  those  files,  and 
trusted  as  much  as  an  employee,  who  has 
full  access  to  the  files,  is  trusted. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  wholeheartedly  that.  No.  1,  un¬ 
less  the  files  are  given  to  the  commit¬ 
tee,  or  some  other  committee,  we  can 
never  have  an  intelligent  report,  and. 
No.  2,  it  is  rather  senseless  to  talk  about 
giving  some  other  committee  the  com¬ 
plete  files  and  not  entrusting  them  to 
the  present  committee. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  has 
had  on  the  floor  photostatic  copies  of 
page  29  and  part  of  page  30  of  a  report. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Yes. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  There  is  a  date  on 
the  photostatic  copy.  I  wonder  whether 
that  matter  was  put  officially  into  the 
Record. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Yes;  I  placed  It  In 
the  Record. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  want  to  ask  an¬ 
other  question.  On  top  of  page  30  we 
find  a  blank,  a  name  which  has  been 
crossed  out. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Yes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  says : 

- states  that  by  July  12  (the  date  of 

my  Interview)  the  number  had  been  reduced 
to  the  following — 

Then  he  goes  on  with  the  number  11 
for  agents.  Communists  10,  sympathizers 
11,  and  suspects  74. 

Is  the  Senator  familiar  with  the  fact 
that  the  United  States  Senate  and  the 
House  passed  the  McCarran  amendment 
which  gave  to  the  Secretary  of  State  ab¬ 
solute  discretion  to  discharge  anyone 
from  the  State  Department  without 
cause,  that  is,  without  trial,  that  the 
bill  was  H.  R.  6057,  which  was  approved 
.July  5,  1946?  So  from  July  5,  1946, 
■until  July  12,  either  1946  or  1947 — and 
a^  .indicated  by  the  date  on  the  photo - 
static  copy,  or,  I  would  say,  from  the 
report,,  it  would  indicate  that  it  was 
1946— the  Secretary  of  State  had  the 
right  tbi  remove  all  these  persons, 
whether  they  were  individual  loyalty 
risks  or  notv  and  that  there  would  have 
been  no  quei^on  raised  as  to  their  loy¬ 
alty  had  he  removed  them,  because  he 
could  remove  thb^  for  any  reason  what¬ 
soever  If  in  his  oRimon  their  retention 
was  detrimental  to'’^he  United  States  of 
America. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  1.  agree  with  the 
Senator  wholeheartedlj^  There  is  no 
question  about  the  fact  feat  the  Con¬ 
gress  had  given  the  Secretly  of  State 
the  power  to  take  care  of  a  sicv^ation  just 
like  this.  He  did  not  exeru|se  that 
power.  There  is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  ^1  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  pursiib 
my  colloquy  with  my  friend  from  Minne¬ 
sota,  because  we  find  ourselves  in  agree¬ 
ment,  No.  1,  on  the  fact  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  'Wisconsin  has  rendered  a  pub¬ 
lic  service  in  bringing  this  matter  to 
the  attention  of  the  country.  Certainly 
that  is  illustrated  by  the  fact  that  the 
Amerasia  case  is  finally  being  ventilated, 
and  there  is  some  hope  that  the  public 
may  know  what  actually  occurred  in  it, 
whereas  it  had  previously  been  success¬ 
fully  buried,  before  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  started  his  current  campaign. 

I  agree  also  that  if  we  could  get  the 
files  in  the  hands  of  the  present  com¬ 
mittee  we  could  then  rely  upon  any  unan¬ 
imous  report,  if  it  were  forthcoming  from 
the  committee. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  knows, 
as  does  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota, 
that  the  President  has  refused  to  give  the 
files  to  the  committee.  In  view  of  that 
fact  I  wonder  what  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  would  suggest  as  our  next  step 
as  Members  of  the  Senate  in  order  to 
work  this  thing  through  to  an  orderly 
and  satisfactory  conclusion? 


Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  yield  to  me - 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  On  April  3,  in  this  Leg¬ 
islative  Chamber,  I  said  that  the  fears  of 
the  American  people  would  never  be 
allayed  until  such  time  as  they  knew  that 
the  files  had  been  opened  fbr  examina¬ 
tion  by  the  committee  upon  whom  the 
resolution  placed  the  responsibility  for 
making  the  examination.  I  said  that 
previously  and  I  have^kaid  it  many  times 
since. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  lunderstand  the  Presi¬ 
dent  says  “no.”  Where  do  we  go  from 
here? 

Mr.  THYE.  My  only  thought —  and  I 
am  sure  I  share  the  thoughts  of  all  Sen¬ 
ators — Is  that  the  whole  purpose  of  our 
colloquy  on  the  floor  this  afternoon  is 
in  the  hope  that  the  President  may  re¬ 
examine  his  own  actions  of  the  past  few 
months,  and  that  from  such  reexam¬ 
ination  we  may  make  a  new  start.  My 
only  hope,  in  the  comment  I  made  and  in 
my  support  of  certain  statements  that 
were  made  here  on  the  Senate  floor,  was 
that  we  all  should  reexamine  what  we 
have  endeavored  to  do,  and  what  we 
have  achieved  in  the  past  few  months, 
insofar  as  loyalty  in  Government  is  con¬ 
cerned;  that  we  may  make  a  new  start; 
that  we  may  achieve  our  objectives  with 
a  minimum  of  involvement  of  those  who 
may  be  innocent  persons,  and  that  at 
least  we  will  not  have  a  smudge  over  our 
entire  Federal  Government  and  over  our 
entire  State  Department  for  an  indefi¬ 
nite  period,  because  that  would  be  very 
injurious  to  our  prestige  as  a  Nation 
in  the  eyes  of  the  peoples  of  the  world. 
It  is  my  hope,  that  while  we  are  dis¬ 
cussing  the  matter  here  today  we  might 
in  some  manner  draw  not  only  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  country  to  the  question, 
but  also  the  attention  of  the  President  of 
this  Nation,  so  that  we  might  make  a  new 
start  in  our  attempt  to  get  the  facts, 
which  cannot  be  gotten  unless  the  files 
are  disclosed. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  uses  the 
first  personal  collective  pronoun  “we.” 
If  the  Senator  is  talking  about  the  Sen¬ 
ators,  I  would  certainly  do  everything 
'I  could  in  order  that  a  new  start  can 
b^  made.  I  agree  with  the  Senator’s 
anSklysis  of  the  problem,  but  we  get  back 
to  thfi  fact  that  unless  we  succeed  in 
maki^  the  files  available  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  we  are  stymied.  The  matter  will 
then  hai^  to  be  discussed  publicly  and 
the  court  of  public  opinion  will  have  to 
decide  it. 

It  seems  to  me  the  upshot  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  argument, is  that  unless  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of 'the  United  States  makes  these 
files  available  to  t^e  committee,  or  co¬ 
operates  with  both  sides  of  the  aisle  in 
the  United  States  Senate  for  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  new  commission  in  which  con¬ 
fidence  enough  can  be  reposed  so  that 
the  President  will  make  the  files  avail¬ 
able  to  its  members — unless  either  one 
of  those  two  things  occurs,  then  I  as¬ 
sume  the  Senator  agrees  the  Pi'esident 
must  accept  responsibility  for  the  fact 
that  this  situation  cannot  be  satisfac¬ 
torily  concluded. 

Mr.  THYE.  No  one  could  be  responsi¬ 
ble  for  that  except  the  man  who  has 
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c^trol  of  the  files,  and  who  denies  the 
legislative  committee  the  right  to  ex¬ 
amine  the  files,  or  who  may  deny  them 
to  sonte  responsible  commission  which 
may  in  ^e  future  be  named,  and  which 
will  haveSjhe  responsibility  of  examin¬ 
ing  the  filS,  No  one  can  examine  the 
files  unless  the  President  himself  may 
choose  to  permit  him  to  do  so. 

Mr.  MUNDT.\That  is  correct.  The 
President  has  a^umed  that  full  au¬ 
thority. 

Mr.  THYE.  For  tH«,t  reason  there  can 
be  only  one  individual ‘Msponsible  in  the 
ultimate  end,  providing  that  the  files 
are  kept  closed  to  either^^ongressional 
committees  or  some  commission  that 
may  be  formed  in  the  future^  That  one 
man  is  the  President. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  settles  tlte  ques¬ 
tion  of  pronouns  to  my  entire  s^sfac- 
tion. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  \ill 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  am  glad  to  yield% 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  want  to  ask  the 
Senator  a  couple  of  questions  about  the 
“conscience  group.”  Their  conscience 
dictated  to  them  to  do — what?  That 
the  Senator  drop  the  investigation? 
That  the  President  of  the  United  States 
show  the  files?  Just  what  did  their  con¬ 
science  dictate  to  them? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Let  me  say  that  I 
have  a  great  deal  of  respect  for  some 
of  that  group.  I  fraiikly  would  rather 
not  discuss  it. 

Mr.  CAPEIHART.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  whether  they  want  him  to  stop  the 
Investigation,  whether  they  want  the 
president  to  show  the  files  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people,  or  whether  they  want  a  new 
committee  to  be  appointed.  Just  what 
do  they  want? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Fz-ankly,  I  do  not 
know.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  will 
continue  to  do  the  best  I  can,  in  the  best 
way  I  can. 

SENATOR  LANGER’S  RECORD  ON  THE 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINIS--r- 

TRATION  ? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  recent- 1 
'  ly  some  paid  political  advertisementsi 
have  appeared  in  the  Grand  Forks  Her-i 
aid,  the  Fargo  Forum,  the  Devils  L^e? 
Journal,  and  possibly  other  newsp^ers,! 
stating  that  I  had  nothing  to  dc/with, 
the  bringing  of  REA  to  our  Sta^  i 

Just  why  these  attacks  are  ^de  at  a! 
time  when  I  am  not  even  a  cpmdidate,  is! 
anyone’s  guess;  but  I  thir^'it  is  being | 
done  to  hurt  the  Nonpapiisan  League,! 
which  is  directly  resp^sible  for  the' 
bringing  of  rural  ele^ricity  to  North 
Dakota,  as  I  was  thy'^Nonpartisan  Re¬ 
publican  Governor yWho  signed  the  bill 
creating  REA  in  /iur  State.  Evidently 
those  making  tl^se  attacks  are  inserting 
these  political  advertisements,  believing 
they  will  hurt/the  League  ticket  which  is 
headed  by, -Tom  Thoresen  for  United 
States  Senator;  Usher  L.  Burdick  and 
Martin  Stenehjem,  for  Congress;  and 
Frank  Vogel,  for  Governor,  as  all  of 
these„men  are  openly  for  public  power 
owi^d  by  the  people,  and  are  against  the 
p^ate  monopolies.  These  men  believe 
^at  a  farmer  should  get  electricity  atj 
^cost,  and  not  to  be  bled  white  by  a  power 


i 


company,  after  the  Government  builds 
a  dam. 

In  November  1948,  Mr.  Richard  A.  Dell, 
regional  head  of  applications  and  loans 
division.  Rural  Electrification  Adminis¬ 
tration,  and  I,  traveled  all  over  North 
-Dakota,  speaking  to  thousands  of  people 
to  answer  these  false  and  malicious  and 
unwarranted  charges. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  writing  a  letter  to 
the  people  of  North  Dakota,  and  with 
the  letter  I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  a 
speech,  made  by  me  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  entitled  “I  Bring  My  Record  on 
REA  to  Your  Attention,”  being  an  answer 
to  a  letter  written  by  Mr.  P.  K.  Mastel, 
former  coordinator  of  the  Kem  Electric 
Cooperative,  Inc.,  Linton,  N.  Dak. 

I  may  add  that  in  1940,  in  1941,  in 
1942,  in  1943,  in  1944,  in  1945,  in  1946, 
in  1947,  in  1948,  and  again  in  1949,  time 
and  time  again  I  made  speeches  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  in  favor  of  rural  elec- 
triflcation;  and  later  I  was  publicly  com¬ 
mended  by  Claude  Wickard,  head  of  the 
^^REA,  for  my  outstanding  service  to  rural 
Jectrification  in  North  Dakota.  Up  to 
tnis  time  $90,000,000  has  been  loaned  in 
NoKh  Dakota,  with  only  the  four  S^es 
of  ^xas,  Missouri,  Minnesota,  -  and 
Iowa  receiving  REA  funds  whit^  total 
more  tn^  those  North  Dakotyrias  re¬ 
ceived.  December  1950  >4  believe 

North  Dakota  will  rank  No.  yTn  propor¬ 
tion  to  popuiktion,  in  termVof  the  num¬ 
ber  of  farmer^etting  elgiftric  light  and 
power. 

I  say  to  the  p^ple^f  North  Dakota 
that  if  they  will  me  up,  we  will 
help  them  to  gety^ural  electrification 
light  and  power  in^orkh  Dakota  at  cost. 

Mr.  President  let  m^add  that  I  am 
sending  this  l^er  to  the  people  of  North 
Dakota  in  eTder  to  keep^  the  record 
straight  including  a  previous^speech  en¬ 
titled  “I  Bring  My  Record  oK  rEA  to 
Your  Attention,”  to  prove  to  tliyn  that 
political  advertisements  inserted  by 
political  opponents  sometimes  sim^  do 

■  naj-  .ta]]  Iha  f.rnf.h 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  pending  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Williams]? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  not  take  long  to  discuss  the  amend¬ 
ment,  except  to  say  that  should  the 
Senate  adopt  the  amendment,  in  my 
opinion,  it  would  deal  a  mortal  blow  to 
the  present  farm  program. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  to  strike  from 
the  bill  the  entire  authorization  of 
$2,000,000,000  which  we  now  are  seeking, 
and  to  strike  from  the  bill  paragraphs  1 
and  2  under  paragraph  (d)  of  the  bill 


enacted  last  year,  known  as  Public  Law 
439. 

Included  in  section  101  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949 — Public  Law  439 — 
Eighty-first  Congress — which  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  President  on  October  31, 
1949,  are  the  following  provisions; 

(c)  For  tobacco,  if  marketing  quotas  are 
in  effect,  the  level  of  support  shall  be  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  parity  price. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section— 

( 1 )  If  producers  have  not  disapproved  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  for  such  crop,  the  level  of  sup¬ 
port  to  cooperators  shall  be  90  percent  of  the 
parity  price  for  the  1950  crop  of  any  basic 
agricultural  commodity  for  which  marketing 
quotas  or  acreage  allotments  are  in  effect; 

(2)  if  producers  have  not  disapproved 
marketing  quotas  for  such  crop,  the  level  of 
support  to  cooperators  shall  be  not  less  than 
80  percent  of  the  parity  price  for  the  1951 
crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  for 
which  marketing  quotas  or  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  are  in  effect. 

Elimination  of  these  provisions  from 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  would  mean 
that  for  the  years  1950  and  1951,  pro¬ 
ducers  of  the  basic  crops — cotton,  corn, 
rice,  wheat,  tobacco,  and  peanuts — 
would  receive  Government  price  support 
based  on  the  sliding-scale  formula  in 
section  101,  ranging  from  75  to  90  per¬ 
cent.  With  respect  to  the  1950  crop  in 
particular,  the  Government  would  be  re¬ 
pudiating  its  promise  of  a  90  percent 
price  support  to  producers  of  the  basic 
crops — a  promise  that  has  been  on  the 
statute  books  since  October  31, 1949.  We 
would  be  repudiating  that  promise  at  a 
time  when  the  farmers  have  already 
planted  their  crops  or  have  made  ar¬ 
rangements  for  planting  them. 

As  I  pointed  out  yesterday,  due  to  the 
lack  of  funds  by  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  no  1950  price-support  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  basic  crops  have  been  offi¬ 
cially  announced  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  up  to  this  time,  but  to  the 
farmers,  this  official  announcement  is  a 
mere  formality.  All  of  them  have  ac¬ 
cepted  the  program  written  into  the  1949 
Agriculture  Act  as  definite  and  binding, 
and  have  made  their  plans  for  1950 
plantings  on  the  basis  of  a  90  percent 
support  price. 

Acreage  allotments  have  been  an¬ 
nounced  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
for  1950  on  rice,  corn,  and  wheat;  acre¬ 
age  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
have  been  announced  for  1950  on  pea¬ 
nuts,  cotton,  and  certain  kinds  of  to¬ 
bacco.  All  of  the  marketing-quota  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  submitted  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  by  referendum  vote  and  approved  by 
over  two-thirds  of  the  producers  voting 
with  respect  to  each  crop. 

Cotton  plantings  have  already  been 
completed  in  the  lower  half  of  the  cotton 
belt — April  15  is  the  average  date  at 
which  the  lower  half  of  the  Cotton  Belt 
has  completed  planting — and  progress 
has  been  made  in  the  upper  half  of  the 
belt.  Winter  wheat  for  the  1950  crop 
has  been  planted  since  last  fall.  Most  of 
the  rice  acreage  has  been  planted,  and 
peanuts  have  either  been  planted  or  are 
in  process  of  being  planted.  Tobacco 
farmers  have  already  planted  their  seed 
stock,  preparatory  to  setting  the  plants 
out  in  the  fields.  The  corn  crop  is 
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planted  in  the  major  producing  areas. 
Even  the  farmers  who  have  not  actually 
planted  their  1950  crops  will  be  seriously 
affected  if  the  90-percent  parity  support 
price  is  knocked  out.  All  of  these  farm¬ 
ers  have  made  their  plans  for  1950 :  They 
have  bought  seed  and  fertilizer,  leased 
land,  borrowed  money,  arranged  for  farm 
labor,  and  in  many  instances,  prepared 
the  land  for  planting. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
not  adopt  the  pending  amendment. 

During  the  debate  earlier  this  after¬ 
noon,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  produced  certain  figures  to 
show  the  losses  sustained  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  I  shall  not 
consume  the  Senate’s  time  to  answer 
those  charges,  but  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  inserted  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  a  statement  pointing  out  the 
facts  with  respect  to  the  matter — a  state¬ 
ment  made  by  Mr.  Cooley,  chairman  of 
the  House  Agricultural  Committee,  on 
March  31,  1950.  It  appears  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  March  31,  1950,  at 
pages  4586  to  4589. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  asked  unanimous  consent  to  have  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record  a  statement  by  Mr. 
Cooley. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  may  be  printed  in  the  Record  fol¬ 
lowing  my  remarks. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
that  if  he  wants  to  take  exception  to 
any  of  the  figures  I  have  placed  in  the 
Record,  now  is  the  time  to  do  it,  and  he 
should  do  it  himself.  If  he  does  not 
want  to  take  exception  to  them,  there  is 
no  point  in  inserting  in  the  Record  a 
statement  by  someone  else.  I  will  stand 
upon  the  accuracy  of  every  figure  I  have 
placed  in  the  Record.  I  obtained  the 
figures  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I 
think  it  is  true  the  Secretary  did  write 
to  me,  saying  he  thought  there  was  a 
mistake  made  in  the  letter  I  wrote.  He 
thought  something  in  a  question  I  asked 
in  an  effort  to  obtain  the  figures  was 
somewhat  misleading.  I  want  to  read 
the  question  I  asked  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget: 

Would  you  please  furnish  me - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
not  completed  my  remarks. 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  to  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  the  statement  by  Mr.  Cooley, 
and  I  should  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  to  the  fact  that  the  statement  is 
self-explanatory,  that  the  figures  sub¬ 
mitted  by  Mr.  Cooley  were  the  figures 
furnished  him  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Does  the  Senator  object? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  may  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  I  have  no 
faith  whatever  in  the  figures  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  I  have  stated 
that  time  and  again.  The  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  confirmed  the  statement  I 
made.  The  Secretary  objected  to  it.  He 


said  there  was  something  misleading  in 
the  question  I  asked.  I  want  to  read 
the  question  to  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana.  to  see  whether  he  thinks  it  is  mis¬ 
leading. 

Ml'.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  the  request. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
plete  the  reading  of  this  question,  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  said  was 
misleading.  This  was  when  I  got  the 
information  that  this  program  had  cost 
several  billions  of  dollars  during  recent 
years.  I  asked  Mr.  Frank  Pace,  Jr.,  who 
was  the  top  official  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  at  that  time: 

Would  you  please  furnish  me  at  the  earliest 
possible  date  the  net  results,  from  a  tax¬ 
payer’s  standpoint,  of  the  operations  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  since  Its  In¬ 
ception  in  1933  to  the  latest  date  you  have 
available. 

The  only  thing  misleading  about  it  is 
that  for  20  years  no  one  in  the  Congress 
had  ever  asked  about  the  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  from  the  taxpayers’  standpoint. 
The  answer  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
was  that  it  had  cost  $3,890,891,170. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  inquire  whether  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  objects  to  the  inclusion  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks, 
of  the  statement  made  by  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  Mr.  Cooley? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes;  I  object.  If 
anyone  wants  to  take  exception  to  any  of 
the  figures  I  have  placed  in  the  Record, 
I  should  be  glad  to  have  him  do  it  right 
here. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  was  simply  seek¬ 
ing  the  truth,  and  seeking  to  put  the 
truth  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  truth  is  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Hoey 

Martin 

Brewster 

Holland 

Maybank 

Brlcker 

Ives 

Mundt 

Butler 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Murray 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Neely 

Cain 

Kefauver 

Pepper 

Capehart 

Kerr 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Kilgore 

Russell 

Connally 

Knowland 

Saltonstall 

Cordon 

Danger 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Donnell 

Leahy 

Sparkman 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Stennis 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Taft 

Ellender 

Long 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

Lucas 

Thye 

Flanders 

McCarran 

Tobey 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Ty  dings 

Fulbright 

McCleUan 

Watkins 

George 

McFarland 

Wherry 

Green 

McKellar 

Williams 

Hayden 

McMahon 

Withers 

Hendrickson 

Magnuson 

Young 

HUl 

Malone 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams],  for  himself  and  other  Senators. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 


Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson 
and  Mr.  Chavez] ,  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas]  are 
absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Graham],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator  from 
OUahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  and  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  as  a  congres¬ 
sional  adviser  to  the  United  States  dele¬ 
gation  at  the  fifth  session  of  the  general 
conference  of  the  United  Nations  Edu¬ 
cational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organ¬ 
ization  now  being  held  in  Florence,  Italy. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  attending  the 
sessions  of  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as  a 
delegate  representing  the  United  States. 

I  announce  further  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Downey],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette],  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Graham],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  the  Senators  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hunt  and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  John¬ 
ston],  the  Senators  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr  and  Mr.  Thomas],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  and  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor]  would 
vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Jenner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Millikin],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg] 
are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate.  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper]  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Darby] 
Is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  for 
the  purpose  of  attending  the  UNESCO 
Conference  at  Florence,  Italy,  is  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley]  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate.  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maine  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
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Senator  from  Wisconsin  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse] 
Is  detained  on  ofiBcial  business,  and  if 
present  and  voting  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  18, 
nays  50,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 18 


Aiken 

Frear 

Robertson 

Brewster 

Hendrickson 

Saltonstall 

Byrd 

Ives 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Cain 

Knowland 

Tobey 

Ferguson 

Lodge 

Watkins 

Flanders 

Martin 

NAYS— 50 

Williams 

Bricker 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Malone 

Butler 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Maybank 

Capehart 

Kefauver 

Mundt 

Chapman 

Kem 

Murray 

Connally 

Kilgore 

Neely 

Cordon 

Langer 

Pepper 

Donnell 

Leahy 

Russell 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Sparkman 

Ecton 

Long 

Stennls 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Taft 

Fulbrlght 

MoCarran 

Thomas,  Utah 

George 

McCarthy 

Thye 

Green 

McClellan 

Tydlngs 

Hayden 

McFarland 

Wherry 

Hill 

McKellar 

Withers 

Hoey 

McMahon 

Young 

Holland 

Magnuson 

NOT  VOTING— 

28 

Anderson 

Gumey 

O’Conor 

Benton 

Hickenlooper 

O’Mahoney 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Hunt 

Smith,  Maine 

Darby 

Jenner 

Taylor 

Douglas 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Downey 

Kerr 

Vandenberg 

Eastland 

Millikin 

Wiley 

Gillette 

Morse 

Graham 

Myers 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Williams  for  himself  and  other  Senators 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  the  junior  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gillette]  and  myself  I  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  ask  to  have  stated.  Inas¬ 
much  4S  the  amendment  was  not  pre¬ 
pared  in  time  to  be  printed  I  have  had 
mimeographed  copies  made,  which  are 
available  to  Senators  who  desire  them. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  end  of 
the  bill  it  is  proposed  to  add  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  section: 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  Is  amended  by  (1)  striking  out 
‘‘at  the  point  of  storage  at  no  cost,  save 
handling  and  transportation  costs  Incurred 
In  making  delivery  from  the  point  of  stor¬ 
age,”  and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  ‘‘under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
deems  appropriate  and  In  the  public  Inter¬ 
est  (Including  the  payment  of  transporta¬ 
tion  and  handling  costs  to  the  extent  neces¬ 
sary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion)”:  and  (2)  Inserting  before  the  period 
at  the  end  of  the  section  a  semicolon  and 
the  following ;  “fourth,  to  International  wel¬ 
fare  organizations  in  which  the  United  States 
participates,  for  the  assistance  of  needy  per¬ 
sons  outside  the  United  States.  In  the  case 
of  disposition  to  private  or  International 
welfare  organizations  for  the  assistance  of 
needy  persons  outside  the  United  States  the 
transportation  and  handling  costs  to  be 
borne  by  the  Government  shall  be  limited 
to  movement  of  the  commodity  to  ship’s  side 
at  the  port  of  shipment.” 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may  make 
Mexican  canned  meat  and  meat  products 
acquired  in  connection  with  foot  and  mouth 
disease  programs  available  under  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appro¬ 


priate  and  in  the  public  Interest  (but  In¬ 
cluding  the  payment  of  transportation  and 
handling  costs  only  to  ship’s  side  at  the 
port  of  shipment  and  only  to  the  extent  nec¬ 
essary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this 
section)  as  follows  In  the  following  order 
of  priority:  First,  to  private  welfare  organi¬ 
zations  for  the  assistance  of  needy  persons 
outside  the  United  States;  second,  to  inter¬ 
national  welfare  organizations  In  which  the 
United  States  participates  for  the  assistance 
of  needy  persons  outside  the  United  States. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment  is  to  give  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  authority  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  perishable  commodities,  owned 
by  the  Government,  for  foreign  relief 
purposes,  through  private  organizations, 
such  as  CARE  and  CROP,  and  also  to 
make  them  available  to  international 
welfare  organizations  in  which  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States  participates. 

As  of  March  31,  the  commodities  which 
would  be  affected  are  83,000,000  pounds 
of  dried  eggs.  86,000,000  pounds  of  but¬ 
ter,  305,000,000  pounds  of  dried  milk, 
some  20,000,000  pounds  of  cheese,  and, 
I  believe,  prunes  and  raisins  are  included, 
17,000,000  pounds  of  prunes,  and  8,000,- 
000  pounds  of  raisins.  There  is  some 
question  as  to  whether  there  might  not 
be  some  dried  edible  beans  available  for 
this  purpose,  because  they  do  not  keep 
indefinitely,  and  the  Government  has 
about  4,000,000  pounds  on  hand. 

The  amendment  permits  the  Secretary 
to  dispose  of  them  on  such,  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  and 
in  the  public  interest.  It  does  limit  him, 
however,  to  paying  the  transportation 
costs  to  the  ship’s  side.  He  cannot  pay 
costs  overseas. 

It  will  in  effect  permit  dried  milk  and 
dried  eggs,  which  are  in  heavy  surplus, 
to  be  disposed  of  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  law  which  was  enacted  affecting 
cotton  and  peanut  acreages  a  short  time 
ago  permitted  potatoes  to  be  disposed  of. 
Of  course,  potatoes  were  so  bulky  and 
heavy  that  I  do  not  know  how  many  the 
Department  got  rid  of.  I  believe  they 
got  rid  of  some  of  them  to  Spain  and 
Portugal. 

I  may  say  that  this  proposal  to  make 
these  products  available  for  foreign  re¬ 
lief  purposes  has  been  considered  when 
bills  have  come  up  previously.  It  was 
considered  as  an  amendment  to  other 
bills,  particularly  the  cotton-acreage 
bill;  but  at  that  time  there  were  some 
30  bills  introduced  in  the  House  carrying 
the  same  provision  or  approximately  the 
same  provision,  and  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  had  started  hearings. 
Therefore,  it  was  concluded  not  to  in¬ 
clude  anything  but  potatoes  in  that  bill. 

AMERICAN  PURCHASES  OP  MEXICAN  CATTLE 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator:  How  did  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  acquire  the 
Mexican  canned  meat  in  connection  with 
the  foot-and-mouth  disease  program? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  was  acquired,  I 
believe,  in  1947  and  1948,  when  livestock 
coming  over  from  Mexico  was  quar¬ 
antined  because  of  the  foot-and-mouth 
disease.  The  price  of  beef,  as  I  under¬ 


stand,  fell  to  about  5  cents  a  pound  Just 
below  the  border  for  a  strip  of  something 
like  100  miles,  whereas  farther  down 
where  the  disease  existed  an  indemnity 
of  12  cents  a  pound  was  being  paid. 
It  was  feared  that  there  might  be  some 
voluntary  infection  of  the  herds  just  be¬ 
low  the  border  in  order  to  obtain  the 
12-cent  condemnation  payment  rather 
than  the  5-cent  market  price.  There¬ 
fore,  our  Government  went  into  the 
Mexican  market  and  bought  a  large 
amount  of  beef.  Our  Government  has 
about  15,000,000  pounds  of  canned  beef, 
for  which  I  understand  it  has  at  the 
present  time  absolutely  no  market,  and 
I  understand  our  Government  has  been 
unsuccessful  in  disposing  of  it  in  any 
way. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Were  any  of  the  cattle 
which  were  acquired  infected  by  the 
hoof-and-mouth  disease? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  understand  they  were 
not. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Were  they  examined? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  sure  the  meat  was 
inspected.  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  can  tell  us  more 
about  that,  because  he  was  a  member  of 
the  subcommittee  which  conducted  the 
investigation.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  to  make  a  statement 
about  that. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  canned 
meat  to  which  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  has  referred  is  the  canned  meat 
of  the  disease  free,  noninfected  cattle 
in  northern  Mexico.  We  must  go  back 
to  just  prior  to  the  infection  of  the 
foot-and-mouth  disease  in  Mexico  in 
order  to  examine  what  was  the  manner 
of  disposing  of  cattle  in  Mexico.  The 
average  grass-fed  animal  was  bought 
and  shipped  across  the  border  to  feed 
lots  or  to  better  grazing  areas  in  the 
United  States.  That  was  the  manner 
in  which  most  Mexican  ranchers  were 
able  to  dispose  of  their  cattle.  When 
the  infection  in  the  central  part  of 
Mexico  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Mexico 
City  occurred,  of  course,  that  consuming 
center  was  immediately  shut  off  to  the 
cattle  ranchers  of  northern  Mexico. 
Then  their  normal  marekts  were  shut 
off,  and  the  border  was  closed  to  the 
ranchers,  so  they  could  not  ship  their 
cattle  into  the  United  States. 

What  happened  was  that  the  cattle 
population  increased.  There  was  no 
way  to  dispose  of  the  cattle.  The  Mexi¬ 
cans  did  not  have  packing  plants  or  the 
markets  known  to  the  American  proces¬ 
sors,  and  the  remaining  cattle  were  de¬ 
stroying  the  range.  There  was  grave 
danger  that  the  infection  might  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  spread,  so  as  to  permit  the  cat¬ 
tle  owners  to  receive  for  their  cattle  the 
indemnity  price,  which  was  much  higher 
than  the  ranchers  were  able  to  obtain 
otherwise  under  those  distressed  market¬ 
ing  conditions. 

So  the  State  Department,  through  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  agreed 
to  assist  the  Mexican  Government  by 
having  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  buy  some  of  the  canned  meat.  In 
fact,  the  United  States  assisted  the  Mex- 
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lean  Government,  through  the  foot-and- 
mouth-disease  eradication  program,  to 
construct  packing  plants,  in  order  that 
the  meat  could  be  sold,  and  also  to  make 
certain  that  we  had  full  cooperation  in 
connection  with  the  eradication  of  the 
disease. 

That  program  accounts  for  the  canned 
meat  now  on  hand.  It  has  been  in  stor¬ 
age  for  a  sufficient  number  of  months  so 
that  unless  it  is  moved  in  the  near  future 
the  cans  of  meat  will  deteriorate  com¬ 
pletely,  by  rusting,  and  then  there  will 
be  a  total  loss. 

So  it  seems  desirable  that  some  relief 
should  be  afforded. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  answer  this 
question:  By  what  authority  do  we  buy 
canned  meat  which  is  not  allowed  to  en¬ 
ter  this  country?  Is  the  law  which  Con¬ 
gress  passed  broad  enough  to  allow  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  go  to 
another  country  and  buy  whatever  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  it  should  buy,  simply  be¬ 
cause  of  what  someone  may  do  at 
some  time  in  the  future? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  Con¬ 
gress  permitted  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  fight  the  hoof-and-mouth  dis¬ 
ease  in  Mexico  in  whatever  manner  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  found  it  nec¬ 
essary  to  proceed  in  order  to  fight  that 
disease.  The  entire  Southwest  livestock 
industry  was  threatened  by  that  disease. 
If  the  infection  had  spread  into  northern 
Mexico  and  had  reached  the  United 
States  border,  and  if  we  had  had  to 
patrol  the  border  in  attempts  to  keep  our 
cattle  free  of  that  disease,  the  result 
would  have  been  an  expense  exceeding  by 
many  times  the  cost  involved,  first,  in 
assisting  the  Mexican  Government  to 
construct  packing  plants  and,  second,  to 
help  the  Mexican  Government  find  a 
market  for  the  meat. 

A  great  deal  of  meat  was  shipped 
though  the  ECA  program  and  other  pro¬ 
grams. 

The  canned  meat  to  which  I  now  refer 
Is  the  remainder  of  the  meat  which  was 
canned  in  connection  with  the  program 
I  have  just  explained.  At  the  present 
time  the  Mexican  Government  has  no 
way  of  finding  an  immediate  market  for 
the  canned  meat,  which  is  deteriorating 
because  of  the  rusting  of  the  cans.  So 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  step  now  pro¬ 
posed  is  a  common-sense  one. 

The  Congress  did  give  general  author¬ 
ity  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
proceed  with  the  eradication  of  the  foot- 
and-mouth  disease  in  whatever  manner 
the  Department  saw  fit,  even  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  helping  the  Mexican  Government 
to  construct  a  laboratory  to  develop  the 
vaccine  which  had  to  be  developed  in 
order  to  vaccinate  aU  the  cattle  in  that 
area. 

I  would  say  that  the  program  for  the 
eradication  of  the  foot-and-mouth  dis¬ 
ease  has  progressed  many  times  better 
than  the  Bureau  of  Animal  Industry  an¬ 
ticipated  2  years  ago,  and  much  better 
than  those  of  us  who  were  there  in  1947 
were  willing  to  concede  it  could  progress. 


I  say  that  the  Bureau  of  Animal  In¬ 
dustry  has  done  a  commendable  job,  and 
so  have  the  men  who  are  in  Mexico  in 
charge  of  the  program. 

The  canned  meat  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  constitutes  a  remaining  problem 
in  connection  with  the  assistance  given 
by  the  United  States  in  helping  the 
ranchers  in  northern  Mexico  to  dispose 
of  the  meat  and  thereby  to  maintain  a 
normal  slaughter  of  the  cattle  so  that 
the  cattle  did  not  increase  so  greatly 
that  they  would  overgraze  the  grazing 
lands  and  thereby  not  only  destroy  the 
future  opportunities  of  the  ranchers  but 
result  in  severe  losses  of  cattle  by  starva¬ 
tion,  due  to  overgrazing  of  the  lands, 
with  the  result  that  if  that  occurred  the 
ranchers  might  become  careless  about 
controlling  the  disease,  and  then  it  might 
spread  all  the  way  to  the  northern  border 
of  Mexico,  in  which  event  we  would  have 
to  make  much  greater  expenditures. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Then  it  would  seem 
that  the  reason  for  this  proposal  is  that 
the  Mexicans  may  of  their  own  accord 
have  spread  the  disease  as  a  threat  in 
order  to  be  able  to  sell  the  meat  for 
5  cents  a  pound,  failing  in  selling  it  at 
12  cents,  which  was  paid. 

Mr.  THYE.  No;  I  would  not  say  that. 
I  woiold  say  that  the  officials -of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Animal  Industry,  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  recognized  that  if 
the  Mexican  ranchers  had  absolutely  no 
outlet  for  their  beef  cattle  and  if  over- 
grazing  began  to  destroy  the  range,  and 
if  the  Mexican  ranchers  were  absolutely 
up  against  it,  with  no  market  for  their 
cattle,  and  if  they  saw  the  ranchers  in 
the  quarantined  area,  the  area  in  which 
the  disease  existed,  having  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  sell  their  cattle  under  the  con¬ 
demnation  program  and  thus  be  able  to 
receive  a  much  better  price  for  their 
cattle,  through  the  governmental  con¬ 
demnation  program,  than  the  ranchers 
in  the  noninfected  area  were  able  to  re¬ 
ceive  for  their  cattle,'  then  the  ranchers 
in  the  noninfected  area  might  become 
careless  and  might  permit  cattle  to  stray 
back  and  forth  over  the  border  of  the 
quarantined  area,  with  the  result  that 
the  disease  would  spread,  perhaps  all  the 
way  to  the  United  States  border;  and  in 
that  event  we  would  have  a  much  greater 
problem  confronting  us. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  we  had  excellent  co¬ 
operation  from  the  Mexican  Government. 
Although  some  mistakes  were  made  at 
first,  yet  the  gaining  of  control  of  the  foot 
and  mouth  disease  in  Mexico  has  been 
one  of  the  outstanding  accomplishments 
of  our  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  Mexican  Government, 
during  recent  years. 

I  also  understand  that  a  considerable 
number  of  cattle  just  below  the  border 
were  owned  by  American  interests.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  understand 
that  that  Is  correct? 

Mr.  THYE.  There  is  no  question  as  to 
that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  So  it  is  not  altogether  a 
question  of  giving  money  to  the  Mexi¬ 
cans. 

Mr.  MALONE,  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  sdeld? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 


Mr.  MALONE.  In  other  words,  the 
situation  is  roughly  parallel  to  that  in 
which  this  Government  gave  three-quar¬ 
ters  of  a  million  acre-feet  of  Colorado 
River  water  to  Mexico,  in  addition  to  the 
amount  to  which  Mexico  was  entitled 
without  proper  investigation;  so  now  we 
are  buying  cattle  on  the  Mexican  side  of 
the  border  because  the  Mexicans  had  no 
market  for  them.  Is  that  a  correct  state¬ 
ment  of  the  situation? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  head  right 
Into  that  question. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Senator  do  so. 

Mr.  THYE.  Of  course  I  notice  that 
the  old  bugaboo  of  water  from  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  comes  into  the  colloquy.  I 
believe  that  question  might  be  somewhat 
misleading.  I  do  not  believe  there  are 
enough  American  ranch  operators  across 
the  border,  in  Mexico,  to  constitute  the 
reason  why  the  step  of  buying  that  meat 
had  to  be  taken. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we 
were  confronted  with  the  one  ques¬ 
tion  that  the  foot-and-mouth  disease 
existed  in  the  vicinity  of  Mexico  City, 
whereas  the  northern  section  of  Mexico 
was  free  of  the  disease.  The  Bureau  of 
Animal  Industry  first  established  a  quar¬ 
antine  line  at  the  northernmost  point 
where  the  infection  was  known,  and  the 
Bureau  continued  a  very  close  inspection 
in  the  free  zone — in  other  words,  the 
northern  section — and  then  proceeded  to 
fight  the  disease  in  the  central  section. 

Their  first  program  was  to  slaughter 
every  animal  which  had  been  exposed  to 
the  disease,  regardless  of  whether  the 
animals  showed  symptoms  of  the  disease. 

Of  course,  when  the  slaughtering  of 
those  animals  commenced,  some  of  them 
were  absolutely  disease-free,  and  the 
meat  from  those  animals  went  into  the 
channels  of  human  consumption,  be¬ 
cause  that  meat  was  disease-free.  Thus 
there  was  more  available  meat  than  the 
population  of  Mexico  could  consume. 

Immediately  an  embargo,  we  might 
say,  was  put  on  the  cattle  in  northern 
Mexico — an  embargo  against  permitting 
them  to  move  into  central  Mexico,  where 
the  greatest  market  for  the  meat  existed. 
However,  in  addition,  the  cattle  could 
not  move  across  the  border  into  the 
United  States;  and  the  ranchers  had 
never  developed  a  foreign  market,  be¬ 
cause  they  always  had  been  dependent 
on  shipping  their  thin  cattle  to  the 
United  States,  to  be  fattened  here. 

So  the  Mexican  rancher  found  himself 
with  an  embargo  on  the  north  and  an 
embargo  on  the  south  and  an  ocean  on 
either  side,  and  no  foreign  market,  and 
no  consuming  market  within  his  area  to 
take  the  meat.  The  ranchers  were  not 
able  to  find  any  other  relief,  except  to 
turn  to  the  caiming  process. 

Our  Government  assisted  them,  in  the 
general  fight  against  the  foot-and- 
mouth  disease,  to  construct  carming 
plants;  and  when  the  plants  were  con¬ 
structed,  of  course,  meat  was  processed 
In  them.  The  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  assisted  the  Mexican  Gevernment 
as  much  as  possible  in  finding  markets 
for  the  meat. 
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The  meat  to  which  I  have  referred  is  a 
small  surplus  amount.  If  we  do  not  as¬ 
sist  the  Mexicans  in  disposing  of  it,  the 
cans  will  deteriorate,  and  there  will  be  a 
total  loss. 

However,  I  would  not  say  that  there 
was  an  increased  production  of  meat 
due  to  the  water  which  went  from  the 
Colorado  River  to  increase  the  grazing 
area  in  Mexico. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield,  to  permit  me  to  ask  a 
further  question? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
or  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  this  question;  Were  the  cattle, 
when  they  were  slaughtered,  inspected  in 
the  same  manner  that  cattle  are  in¬ 
spected  at  United  States  slaughterhouses 
before  the  meat  is  processed? 

Mr.  THYE.  That  question  I  could  not 
answer.  All  I  can  say  is  that  the  State 
bureaus  of  animal  industry  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  of  the  United 
States  work  very  closely  all  the  way 
through  with  the  Mexican  authorities. 
Whether  they  have  assisted  the  Mexican 
authorities  in  setting  up  a  program  of 
meat  inspection  comparable  to  that  of 
the  United  States  I  could  not  say.  I 
think,  however,  that  that  is  absolutely 
immaterial,  because  the  meat  has  been 
processed  in  the  packing  operations. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Therefore,  the  meat 
which  is  processed,  whether  the  cattle 
were  infected  or  not,  is  deemed  to  be  fit 
for  human  consumption. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  answer 
that  statement. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Why,  then,  do  we  buy 
and  can  the  Mexican  meat  when  we  know 
we  have  no  sale  for  it? 

Mr.  THYE.  The  meat  could  not  have 
been  infected  because  there  were  no  in¬ 
fected  animals  in  northern  Mexico,  and 
no  infected  animals  whatever  went  into 
the  slaughtering  process.  The  infected 
animals,  in  recent  months  of  the  eradi¬ 
cation  program,  are  slaughtered  and 
buried.  At  first  the  program  was  to 
slaughter  any  animal  that  was  found  on 
inspection  to  be  infected,  or  which  had 
been  exposed  to  contact  with  infected 
animals.  But  that  program  was  found 
to  be  utterly  impossible,  because  the  ox  is 
used  as  a  work  animal  in  Mexico.  When 
the  Mexican  farmer  is  deprived  of  his 
oxen,  he  is  left  with  nothing  to  till  his 
land.  So  there  was  an  uprising  against 
the  eradication  program,  at  the  outset, 
in  Mexico.  When  it  was  discovered  that 
through  vaccination  the  disease  could  be 
held  in  check  in  Mexico,  they  completely 
reversed  their  program  and  proceeded 
with  a  program  of  vaccination,  slaugh¬ 
tering  only  animals  which  were  free  from 
infection.  I  would  say  they  have  done 
a  most  commendable  job.  However,  no 
diseased  animals  were  ever  put  through 
the  processing  in  the  packing  plants. 

I  Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Of  course  our  own 
packing  houses  are  thoroughly  in¬ 


spected  :  nothing  is  taken  for  granted  by 
the  Federal  inspectors.  We  are  not  sup¬ 
posed  to  have  the  disease  in  this  country, 
but  is  inspected  thoroughly  for  general 
and  designated  reasons.  What  I  should 
like  to  know  from  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota,  is  whether  the 
meat  was  inspected  before  it  was  canned, 
and,  if  it  was  not  inspected  thoroughly, 
as  we  do  here,  why  would  we  want  to 
ship  it  to  any  other  country  to  be  used 
for  human  consumption,  and  do  so  upon 
our  own  responsibility? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  think  it 
is  safe  to  say  the  meat  was  not  infected 
before  it  was  canned. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  basis  of  the  Senator’s  statement. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  not  inquired  into 
the  details  of  it.  However,  I  am  advised 
that  the  meat  was  inspected  and  pro¬ 
cessed  under  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  sufdcient  authority  there 
to  buy  such  meat  at  a  12-cent  per  pound 
price  when  5  cents  would  have  been  the 
limit  for  diseased  meat — and  the  type 
of  purchases  that  Congress  had  in  mind 
when  it  passed  the  bill. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  AIICEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Since  I  do  not  have 
before  me  a  copy  of  the  act  which  he 
proposes  to  amend,  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  a  question. 
Calling  the  Senator’s  attention  to  sub- 
paragraph  (a)  of  his  amendment,  does 
that  relate  to  making  these  commodities 
available  for  relief,  to  be  distributed  by 
public  and  semipublic  agencies  in  the 
United  States? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  priority  would  re¬ 
main  the  same  as  it  is  in  the  law  at 
present.  If  these  commodities  can  be 
used  in  the  United  States  without  dis¬ 
rupting  or  depressing  the  market,  the 
same  priority  that  is  already  in  the  law 
would  prevail. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  What  is  the 
change?  I  am  directing  attention  now 
merely  to  subparagraph  (a). 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  change  lies  in  per¬ 
mitting  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  if 
necessary,  to  make  the  products  avail¬ 
able  at  shipside,  and  also  adding  the 
Mexican  canned  meat.  The  fact  re¬ 
mains  that  there  are  15,000,000  pounds 
of  the  meat  for  which  they  say  they  are 
unable  to  find  a  market  anywhere,  and 
which  is  available  for  relief  work  over¬ 
seas.  The  big  surplus  is  in  powdered 
milk  and  powdered  eggs.  The  dairy 
market  has  been  seriously  depressed,  as 
has  been  the  poultry  or  egg  market 
also.  In  fact,  they  are  about  the  only 
two  farm  commodities  that  are  in  trou¬ 
ble  at  the  present  time.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  feels  that  this  leeway  which  is 
given  them  by  this  provision  would  en¬ 
able  them  to  dispose  of  part  of  the  sur¬ 
plus,  at  least,  for  overseas  relief  pur¬ 
poses,  without  interfering  with  any  nor¬ 
mal  channels  of  trade,  or  depressing  or 
disrupting  domestic  markets  in  any  way. 

Mr.  DONNELL  and  Mr.  LEHMAN  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield;  and  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  referred  to  the  words  “at  ship- 
side.’’  I  should  like  to  ask  him  this 
question;  In  subdivision  (a)  there  is  ref- 
ernce  to  the  limitation  of  the  transpor¬ 
tation — I  underscore  with  my  voice  these 
words;  “and  handling  costs  to  be  borne 
by  the  Government,’’  that  limitation  be¬ 
ing  to  the  “movement  of  the  commodity 
to  ship’s  side  at  the  port  of  shipment.” 

Again,  in  subdivision  (b)  there  is  also 
a  reference  to  the  inclusion  of  payment, 
as  I  understand,  by  the  Government  or 
appropriate  official  of  “transporta¬ 
tion” — and  again  I  underscore  by  my 
voice  the  three  words — “and  handling 
costs”  only  to  ship’s  side  at  the  port  of 
shipment. 

In  order  that  there  may  be  no  doubt 
with  respect  to  these  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  4,  on  the  part  of  the  Administrator, 
will  the  Senator  state  for  the  record 
whether  I  am  correct  in  understanding 
that  the  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  not  include  loading  costs 
onto  the  ship,  but  would  include  only 
the  handling  and  transportation  inci¬ 
dent  to  bringing  the  commodities  to  the 
side  of  the  ship? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  want  to  make  it  per¬ 
fectly  clear  that  the  handling  charges 
might  include  repacking  at  the  place  of 
storage.  With  respect  to  the  term  “at 
ship’s  side,”  I  imagine  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  is  more  familiar  with  it  than 
am  I.  At  ship’s  side  means  delivered  on 
the  dock,  ready  to  be  loaded  onto  the 
ship.  But  the  Senator  from  Missouri  is 
doubtless  more  familiar  with  shipping 
terms  than  I  am.  That  is  a  limitation. 
It  means  that  the  Secretary  cannot  pay 
transportation  overseas. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  want  to  be  perfectly 
clear  about  this,  and  I  think  it  is  of  im¬ 
portance  in  the  administration  of  the  bill 
if  it  shall  be  enacted.  The  party  who  is 
going  to  pay  the  bill,  the  Government, 
wants  to  know  just  what  it  is  that  is  to 
be  paid.  Is  the  Administrator  author¬ 
ized,  according  to  the  contention  of  the 
opponents  of  this  amendment,  to  pay 
anything  beyond  the  bringing,  the  han¬ 
dling,  and  the  transportation  of  the  mer¬ 
chandise  up  to  the  side  of  the  ship,  or  is 
he  entitled  to  pay,  in  addition,  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  loading  the  commodities  from 
the  side  of  the  ship  onto  the  ship? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  may  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  that  this  does  not  include 
loading  onto  the  ship.  It  is  simply  to  the 
point  where  it  is  ready  to  be  loaded. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
The  handling  and  transportation  neces¬ 
sary  to  bring  the  commodity  to  the  side 
of  the  ship  is  included,  but  the  expense 
of  loading  it  onto  the  ship  is  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 
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Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  address  myself  entirely  to  the  (a)  por¬ 
tion  of  the  section.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  the  (b)  portion.  Do  I  correctly 
understand  that,  the  items  which  this 
amendment  proposes  to  cover  are  sub¬ 
stantially  all  perishable  articles,  such  as 
dried  eggs,  canned  meats,  and  dairy 
products? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  covers  all  articles  that 
are  in  danger  of  spoiling,  but  the  articles 
which  are  at  present  in  danger  of  spoil¬ 
ing  are  dried  milk,  dried  eggs,  butter, 
and  possibly  prunes,  cheese,  and  raisins. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  But  it  covers  items 
which  are  in  all  likelihood  subject  to  de¬ 
terioration  if  they  are  not  disposed  of 
promptly. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  It  does 
not  cover  any  long-storable  commodities. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  That  was  my  under¬ 
standing.  May  I  ask  further  whether 
the  amendment  continues  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  as  heretofore,  dis¬ 
cretion  in  regard  to  making  decisions 
covering  disposal  of  these  items? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  gives  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  discretion  for  the  disposal,  and  to 
the  extent  to  which  the  Secretary  will 
cooperate  in  delivering  to  shipside.  It 
does  not  require  him  to  deliver  perish¬ 
able  commodities  to  shipside.  It  does 
not  require  him  to  give  them  away, 
even  if  they  will  spoil  next  week.  It 
gives  him  the  right  to  dispose  of  them 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  deems  appropriate  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  But  it  is  not  manda¬ 
tory  on  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No.  It  is  not  manda¬ 
tory  that  he  give  them  away.  He  can 
sell  them  at  half  price. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  But  if  he  feels  he  can 
dispose  of  them  without  interfering  with 
the  normal  economy  of  the  country,  he 
does  not  have  to  give  them  away;  he 
can  dispose  of  them  through  other  chan¬ 
nels,  can  he  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  the  main  pur¬ 
pose,  to  dispose  of  them  without  inter¬ 
fering  with  the  normal  channels  of  trade, 
but  to  dispose  of  them  in  such  manner 
that  people  will  receive  some  good  from 
them  rather  than  having  them  deterio¬ 
rate  and  having  to  be  destroyed. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further  for  an  observa¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  The  junior  Senator 
from  New  York  wishes  to  say  that,  in 
his  opinion,  this  is  a  sound  amendment. 
I  think  it  is  of  great  benefit  to  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  our  country,  and  it  certainly  is 
a  further  benefit  to  people  abroad  who 
may  be  helped,  and,  I  hope,  will  be 
helped,  through  either  private  relief 
agencies  or  international  relief  agencies 
in  which  the  United  States  is  partici¬ 
pating. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  may  say  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  feels  that  this 
provision  would  be  of  assistance  in  dis¬ 
posing  of  perishable  commodities  which 
otherwise  might  be  a  total  loss.  I  am 
advised  that  the  State  Department  has 
no  objection  to  the  provision,  but,  in  all 
fairness,  I  want  to  say  that  I  have  not 
verified  that  report  which  was  made  to 
me.  As  I  understand,  the  State  Depart-. 


ment  sometime  ago  objected  to  a  sim-, 
ilar  provision,  but  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  mixing  up  and  confusing  some 
other  legislation  which  it  desired  at  that 
time.  I  understand  that  the  Department 
does  not  now  have  any  opposition  to  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mi'.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
vite  the  Senator’s  attention  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  and  ask  whether  he  would  have 
any  objection  to  an  amendment  at  that 
point.  Beginning  after  the  word  “prior¬ 
ity”  it  reads: 

First,  to  private  welfare  organizations  for 
the  assistance  of  needy  persons  outside  the 
United  States. 

I  think  that  is  perfectly  understand¬ 
able  and  perfectly  agreeable.  Then  it 
reads; 

Second,  to  international  welfare  organiza¬ 
tions  in  which  the  United  States  participates 
for  the  assistance  of  needy  persons  outside 
the  United  States. 

I  have  no  particular  objection  to  that, 
but  that  language,  it  seems  to  me,  pre¬ 
cludes  the  distribution  by  the  United 
States  itself  should  we  desire,  for  in¬ 
stance,  for  famine  relief  in  China,  not  to 
do  it  through  an  international  organiza¬ 
tion  but  to  do  it  under  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  or  some  other  Federal  agency.  I 
should  not  want  to  foreclose  action  of 
that  kind  if  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  thought  it  was  desirable. 
It  seems  to  me  that  by  this  language  we 
would  be  foreclosing  the  United  States 
from  itself  proceeding.  It  is  mandatory 
that  it  be  done  through  an  UNRRA-type 
organization  or  a  United  Nations  organ¬ 
ization.  That  may  be  the  way  we  want  to 
proceed,  but  I  do  not  think  we  should 
close  the  door  to  doing  it  in  the  other  way 
if,  in  the  judgment  of  the  United  States, 
it  should  be  done. 

Mr.  AIKiEN.  I  can  assure  the  Senator 
from  California  that  there  was  no  in¬ 
tent  to  close  the  door  in  such  a  contin¬ 
gency.  If  he  thinks  an  amendment  will 
take  care  of  that  situation,  I  should  be 
very  glad  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to 
have  it  read: 

Second,  to  the  United  States  Government 
or  its  own  agencies,  or  to  international  wel¬ 
fare  organizations. 

I  offer  that  as  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  shall  be  glad  to  accept 
that  amendment,  because  I  can  foresee 
situations  which  might  arise  whereby 
some  agency  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  might  desire  to  make  direct  dis¬ 
tribution  of  surplus  spoilable  commodi¬ 
ties  for  relief  purposes  in  some  part  of 
the  world. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  submit  that 
amendment  to  the  amendments,  Mr. 
pTGsidcnt 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  restate  his  amendment? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  amendment 
would  be  after  the  word  “second”,  near 
the  end  of  section  4  (b) ,  and  would  read 
as  follows : 

To  the  United  States  Government  or  its 
own  agencies  or  to  international  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations— » 


And  so  forth.  I  offer  it  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
fi'om  Vermont. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
if  the  amendment  in  subsection  (b)  con¬ 
fines  the  meat  to  be  furnished  to  these 
organizations  to  meat  already  acquired 
or  to  be  acquired  in  the  future? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  I  understand,  there  is 
little  likelihood  of  its  being  acquired - 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  program  is  not 
over  yet. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  barely  possible  that 
there  would  be  more  acquired,  but  if 
more  is  acquired  and  there  is  no  market 
for  it,  it  would  be  included  in  this 
amendment. 

-  Mr.  MALONE.  Under  this  amend¬ 
ment  any  quantity  of  meat  could  be  ac¬ 
quired  in  the  future  and  could  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  in  this  manner. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  would  be  limited  to 
that  which  was  made  available. 

Mr.  MALONE.  We  are  always  ready 
to  appropriate  any  amount  of  money 
when  we  think  it  is  going  for  that  par¬ 
ticular  purpose.  It  would  also  be  of 
great  interest  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Nevada  if  he  had  the  names  of  the 
United  States  citizens  who  own  the  cat¬ 
tle  which  were  purchased  at  12  cents  a 
pound  and  now  are  on  our  hands. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  know  the 
names.  I  assume  everyone  else  has  re¬ 
ceived  reports - - 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  had  not  heard. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  American  interests 
own  cattle  in  Mexico.  It  seems  quite  a 
natural  thing  that  they  should. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  This  further  question 
Is  with  a  view  to  curing  any  possible 
misunderstanding  which  might  have 
risen  from  the  questions  I  previously 
asked  the  Senator  in  regard  to  the  ex¬ 
pression  “ship’s  side.”  I  invite  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  what  I  referred  to 
in  my  previous  questions  related  to  the 
language  in  (2)  in  subsection  (a)  of 
section  4,  and  to  the  language  in  sub¬ 
section  (b) .  There  is,  however,  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  section  4,  which  refers  to  a 
different  situation  into  which  I  cer¬ 
tainly  would  not  desire  to  introduce  any 
confusion.  As  I  understand,  and  I  wish 
to  aslj:  the  Senator  if  I  am  correct  in 
my  understanding,  subsection  (a)  (1) 
refers  to  an  amendment  to  section  416 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  Section 
416  reads,  in  part,  as  follows: 

In  order  to  prevent  the  waste  of  food 
commodities  acquired  through  price-sup¬ 
port  operations  which  are  found  to  be  in 
danger  of  loss  through  deterioration  or 
spoilage  before  they  can  be  disposed  of  in 
normal  domestic  channels  without  impair¬ 
ment  of  the  price-support  program,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  are  authorized,  upon  an 
application  by  the  Munitions  Board  or  any 
other  Federal  agency  and  on  such  terms  and 
under  such  regulations  as  may  be  deemed 
in  the  public  interest,  to  make  such  com¬ 
modities  available  to  any  such  agency  for 
use  in  making  payment  for  commodities  not 
produced  in  the  United  States. 
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Section  416  proceeds: 

Any  such  commodities  which  are  not  dis¬ 
posed  of  pursuant  to  the  foregoing  sentence 
may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation — 

Mr.  Pi-esident,  I  underscore  by  the 
tone  of  my  voice  this  language — 
available  by  the  Secretary  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  at  the  point  of 
storage  at  no  cost,  save  handling  and  trans¬ 
portation  costs  incurred  in  making  delivery 
from  the  point  of  storage,  as  follows  in  the 
order  of  priority  set  forth. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  the  Senator,  first, 
whether  or  not  I  am  correct  in  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  subsection  (a)  (1)  does 
relate  to  an  amendment  of  section  416, 
from  which  I  have  been  reading, 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  call  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  to  the  fact  that  in  sec¬ 
tion  416,  among  the  persons  or  organi¬ 
zations  to  which  disposal  may  be  made, 
the  act  provides : 

Third,  to  private  welfare  organizations  for 
the  assistance  of  needy  persons  outside  the 
United  States. 

This  may  give  rise  to  the  question 
whether  it  is  proposed  by  (a)  (1)  to  con¬ 
fine  the  expenditure  permissible  to  be 
made  by  the  Secretary  or  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  simply  to  bringing 
the  merchandise  to  shipside.  I  ask  the 
Senator  if  I  am  correct  in  understanding 
that  in  subsection  (a)  (1)  there  is  no 
intention  to  limit  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  or  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  an  ex¬ 
penditure  in  bringing  merchandise  to 
shipside:  on  the  contrary,  the  insertion 
of  the  language  which  is  proposed  by  the 
Senator’s  amendment  is  that  there  may 
be  a  disposal  “under  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropri¬ 
ate  and  in  the  public  Interest — including 
the  payment  of  transportation  and  han¬ 
dling  costs  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section”? 
Thus  it  is  true,  as  I  understand,  that  (a) 
(1)  would  permit  the  expenditure  of 
funds  for  loading  the  commodities  which 
are  to  go  to  private-welfare  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  assistance  of  needy  persons 
outside  the  United  States  under  the 
terms  of  section  416.  In  other  words,  it 
would  permit  the  payment  of  expenses 
to  load  on  shipboard,  but  not  for  other 
expenses,  possibly  transportation  on  the 
way  over  to  such  private-welfare  organ¬ 
izations  or  such  needy  persons. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  May  I  say - 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No;  may  I  say  for  the 
Record  that  it  is  intended  that  “the 
transportation  and  handling  costs  to  be 
borne  by  the  Government  shall  be  limited 
to  movement  of  the  commodity  to  ship- 
side  at  the  port  of  shipment”.  It  is  not 
intended  to  cover  loading  costs  or  trans¬ 
portation  costs. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  May  I  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  to  the  fact  that  the 
language  which  he  has  read  in  regard  to 
movement  to  shipside  refers  only  to  a 
second  amendment  under  section  4,  and 
does  not  refer,  as  I  understand,  to  that 
which  is  embraced  in  subsection  (a)  (1) , 
from  which  I  have  quoted?  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  language  is  quite  clear  to 


the  effect  that  under  subsection  (a)  (1) 
the  governmental  official,  either  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation — ^I  have  not 
read  it  carefully  enough  to  see  which  it 
is — is  authorized  to  make  payment  of 
transportation  and  handling  costs  to 
the  extent  necessary  and  under  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  and  that  under  that 
language  he  would  not  be  confined  to  the 
payment  of  transportation  and  handling 
costs  to  shipside,  but  might  pay  other 
costs  in  addition. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  may  say  that  it  is  in¬ 
tended  that  he  be  confined  to  paying  the 
cost  of  transportation  to  shipside.  While 
I  am  not  a  learned  lawyer,  and  para¬ 
graph  2  of  subsection  4  contains  such  a 
limitation  and  is  part  of  the  section  re¬ 
ferred  to,  I  may  say  that  the  purpose,  is 
to  limit  the  cost  to  the  Government  to 
delivery  to  shipside.  If  this  amendment 
is  accepted,  it  would  have  to  go  to  con¬ 
ference,  and  if  there  is  anything  wrong 
with  the  amendment — and  I  do  not  know 
that  there  is  anything  wrong  with  it — 
an  opportunity  would  be  provided  to  cor¬ 
rect  it  in  conference.  However,  I  will  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Missouri  and  for  the 
Record,  it  is  intended  to  limit  it  in  that 
way. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  on  re¬ 
reading  of  the  language,  in  view  of  the 
Senator’s  statement,  I  can  quite  well  see 
how  the  language  doubtless  should  be 
construed  precisely  as  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  has  stated  it.  I  think  he  has 
made  the  language  clear  that  in  the  con¬ 
tingencies  covered  by  section  4  (a)  the 
expenditures  as  to  shipment  are  to  be 
limited  to  bringing  the  merchandise  to 
shipside.  He  has  corrected  an  error  of 
construction  in  my  mind  into  which  I 
had  fallen. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
raising  the  point,  because  I  do  not  want 
doubt  to  linger  in  the  mind  of  anyone, 
and  certainly  not  in  the  Congressional 
Record. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  am  glad  that  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  has  brought  up 
the  question  of  shipside  delivery.  The 
freight  rates  on  ocean  transportation,  as 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  knows,  in¬ 
clude  also  the  loading  of  the  cargo  on  the 
ship,  carrying  the  cargo  across  the  ocean, 
and  the  unloading  of  it  on  the  other  side. 
So  those  items  would  not  be  included. 

Mr.  AIEIEN.  It  would  not  include  the 
loading  of  the  cargo. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  freight  rate  in¬ 
cludes  the  loading,  unloading,  and  trans¬ 
portation.  It  includes  the  loading  onto 
the  ship  from  shipside,  the  transporta¬ 
tion  across  the  water,  and  the  unloading. 

Ml'.  AIKEN.  I  understood  that  trans¬ 
portation  to  shipside  did  not  include 
loading  of  the  ship.  I  am  talking  about 
getting  the  commodities  to  shipside,  not 
about  shipment  overseas. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  When  a  commodity 
is  sold  shipside,  it  must  be  put  on  the 
ship,  carried  over,  and  taken  off  the 
ship.  The  freight  rate  includes  all  that. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  views  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 


and  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  are 
entirely  consistent.  In  other  words,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  pointed  out 
the  limitation  of  expense  which  may  be 
legally  included  under  section  4  (a) .  He 
has  pointed  out  that  it  is  limited  to 
bringing  merchandise  to  shipside,  and 
does  not  include  the  loading.  The  point 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  is  that  the  expense  of  carrying 
the  merchandise  to  its  ultimate  destina¬ 
tion  would  include  the  loading  of  the 
merchandise,  its  transportation,  and  the 
unloading  of  the  merchandise  at  the 
ultimate  destination.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont,  as  I  understand,  is  telling  us 
now,  as  he  has  told  us  before,  that  it  is 
the  intent  of  section  4  (a)  not  to  permit 
any  expenditures  by  the  United  States, 
through  whatever  proper  official  may  be 
involved,  beyond  those  involved  in  bring¬ 
ing  the  merchandise  to  the  side  of  the 
ship. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  The 
whole  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
see  if  we  can  take  these  commodities 
which  we  have  in  surplus  in  such  quan¬ 
tities  that  they  are  actually  depressing 
the  market  here  at  home,  and  which  are 
surely  going  to  spoil,  and  make  some  use 
of  them  in  some  part  of  the  world.  In 
all  probability  we  cannot  dispose  of  all 
of  them.  I  do  not  think  we  can.  We 
shall  still  have  surpluses,  because  the 
agencies  which  might  use  them— unless 
the  United  States  Government  itself  goes 
in  for  something  like  Chinese  relief — 
could  not  use  them  all,  particularly  the 
powdered  milk  and  powdered  eggs. 
However,  we  can  dispose  of  a  quantity  of 
them,  and  perhaps  can  create  some  good 
will  in  the  world  somewhere  by  making 
them  available  to  hungry  children, 
rather  than  letting  them  spoil  here. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  who  is  going 
to  buy  the  commodities? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Buy  them? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  Government,  of 
course.  Why  does  not  the  Government 
buy  them  shipside?  That  is  the  usual 
and  customary  way  of  handling  the 
business. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  should  be  used  by 
private  international  welfare  organiza¬ 
tions,  such  as  CARE.  They  could  be 
used  by  them. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Who  is  going  to  pay 
the  freight  on  them,  under  the  present 
law? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  will  have  to  find 
the  money. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Who  will— the  in¬ 
ternational  organization? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  recognized  agencies 
which  accept  them  and  undertake  to  de¬ 
liver  them  where  they  are  are  most 
needed. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Would  there  be  any 
chance  of  storing  the  commodities  en 
route  to  shipside?  Suppose,  as  an  illus¬ 
tration,  the  commodities  were  being 
shipped  to  New  York,  or  some  other  port. 
Under  the  Senator’s  amendment,  could 
they  be  stopped  en  route,  be  stored,  and 
the  Government  pay  the  charges?  I  am 
just  thinking  out  loud. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  thinking  quietly. 
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Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  commodities 
are  put  on  railroad  cars,  and  they  go 
shipside  or  go  into  storage.  Can  they 
go  into  storage  and  the  Government  get 
stuck  for  the  storage  costs? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  I  think  that  is  en¬ 
tirely  possible.  That  is  done  under  the 
present  law. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  am  asking  for  in¬ 
formation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  would  be  authorized  to  handle 
them  in  the  best  way,  until  they  deliver 
them  to  shipside. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  v.ull 
the  Senator  yield  on  that  point?  I  think 
It  is  a  very  pertinent  question. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  In  view  of  the  dis¬ 
cussion  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I 
should  think  that  with  the  power  and 
discretion  which,is  given  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  he  would  not  pay  the 
transportation  costs  to  shipside  unless 
the  agencies  had  made  arrangements 
themselves  for  the  transshipment  over¬ 
seas.  In  other  words,  the  Secretary  will 
not  permit  someone  to  say,  “We  may 
want  something,”  and  then  let  them  get 
it,  and  have  demurrage  charges  running 
against  the  Government.  I  should  think 
that  would  come  under  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  that 
he  would  require  a  firm  commitment  on 
the  part  of  the  requesting  agency  that 
they  would  ship  the  commodities. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  absolutely  correct.  There  must 
be  a  commitment  by  some  agency  to  use 
the  commodities. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Who  is  going  to  pay 
the  demurrage  charges  when  the  com¬ 
modities  get  to  the  port? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  would  deliver  them  to  ship- 
side.  They  have  to  pay  storage  charges 
on  them  anyway,  wherever  they  may  be. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Not  necessarily,  if 
they  are  at  shipside. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  must  be  a  firm 
commitment  of  some  agency  to  use  the 
commodities. 

I  did  not  complete  the  answer  as  to 
what  agencies  would  be  authorized  to 
utilize  the  commodities.  There  would 
also  be  authorized  the  United  Nations 
International  Emergency  Children’s 
Fund,  which,  as  we  know,  was  continued 
by  an  amendment  offered  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Ohio,  and  other  Senators, 
in  connection  with  the  ECA  Act. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  from 
California  raised  a  question  which  was 
in  my  mind,  and  it  has  now  been  an¬ 
swered. 

Furthermore,  I  should  like  to  know 
how  expensive  this  is  to  be.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  may  have  given  the  figure,  but  what 
commodities  are  involved  that  are  in 
surplus,  and  what  are  the  amounts? 
Does  the  Senator  have  a  list  of  them? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  of  March  31,  we  had 
on  hand  83,000,000  pounds  of  dried  eggs; 


86,000,000  pounds  of  butter;  305,000,000 
pounds  of  dried  milk,  which  is  a  tremen¬ 
dous  amount;  21,000,000  pounds  of 
cheese.  I  am  not  sure  whether  cheese 
would  be  considered  perishable,  and  I 
doubt  that  cheese  would  be  included  in 
the  program  to  any  great  extent.  There 
are  17,000,000  or  18,000,000  pounds  of 
prunes,  and  8,500,000  pounds  of  raisins. 
Those  are  about  the  items  which  I  am 
sure  would  be  available. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
have  a  tabulation  in  dollars  of  how  much 
is  involved? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  complete  tabulation  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 

Commodity  holdings  of  the  Department  of 

Agriculture  and  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  as  of  Mar.  31,  1950 
(This  Is  a  complete  list  of  holdings  and  Is 
not  confined  to  surpluses) 

COMMODITIES  HELD  AS  SECURITY  FOR  LOANS 


Corn,  573,809,804  bushels _  $762,442,660 

Wheat,  316,046,836  bushels—.  625,994,482 

Cotton,  upland,  2,275,798 

bales _  321,  679,  888 

Tobacco,  356,043,799  pounds _  143,  375,  900 

Grain  sorghums,  42,845,327 

hundredweight _  97,  648, 132 

Beans,  dry  edible,  7,067,913 

hundredweight _  48,  678,  021 

Flaxseed,  9,147,602  bushels _  34, 110,  612 

Barley,  24,685,675  bushels _  26,  967,  599 

Soybeans,  10,939,907  bushels.  23,  245,  902 

Oats,  28,431,169  bushels _  19,  057,  828 

Rosin,  178,222,685  pounds _  12, 176,  597 

Peanuts,  118,901,890  pounds.  11,697,919 

Potatoes,  Irish,  9,811,321  hun¬ 
dredweight _  6,  847,  522 

Rice,  1,439,921  hundred¬ 
weight _  6,  165,  720 

Peas,  dry  edible,  746,419  hun¬ 
dredweight _  2,  293,  412 

Turpentine,  2,586,471  gallons.  1,  074,  137 

Rye,  771,590  bushels _  933,  963 

Cotton,  American,  Egyptian, 

2,933  bales _  839,  923 

Cottonseed,  6,785  tons _  356,  723 

Lespedeza  seed,  2,634,131 

pounds _  316,091 


Total _ _ _  2, 165,  903,  033 

COMMODITIES  OWNED  BY  THE  GOVERNMENT 

Cotton,  upland,  3,598,600 

bales _  $608,  003,  453 

Corn,  217,517,144  bushels _  330,  838,  275 

Wheat,  131,790,638  bushels..  327, 132,  896 
Linseed  oil,  430,199,908  pounds  122,  331,  807 
Eggs,  dried,  83,237,185  pounds.  104,  446,  706 

Flaxseed,  12,501,708  bushels _  79,  238,  672 

Butter,  86,733,726  pounds _  54,  007,  810 

Beans,  dry  edible,  4,764,803 

hundredweight _  42,  399,  212 

Milk,  dried,  305,333,476 

pounds _  38,  857,  806 

Barley,  24,718,044  bushels _ _  35,  490,  428 

Cottonseed,  562,959  tons _ _  30,  028,  566 

Wool,  28,503,647  pounds _  24,  049,  131 

Rosin,  210,837,798  pounds -  17, 177,  446 

Oats,  10,979,187  bushels _  9,  618,  574 

Cheese,  21,488,373  pounds _  7,  325,  506 

Grain,  sorghums,  1,871,128 

hundredweight _  5,  298,  986 

Peanuts,  farmers’  stock,  40,- 

155,396  pounds _  4,247,318 

Peanuts,  shelled,  11,366,595 

pounds _  1,  690,  779 

Turkeys,  8,586,389  pounds —  3,  455,  842 
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Soybeans,  1,060,259  bushels _  $2.  864,  515 

Prunes,  17,879,310  pounds _  1,828,778 

Raisins,  8,446,830  pounds _  849,  464 

Minor  items _  3,823,686 


Total -  1,  855,  005,  656 


Mr.  AIKEN.  The  dried  eggs  which  we 
had  on  hand  on  March  31  were  valued 
at  $104,446,706.  The  butter  was  valued 
at  $54,007,810.  The  dried  milk  was 
valued  at  $38,857,806.  There  was  $7,- 
000,000  worth  of  cheese,  and,  as  I  have 
said,  I  doubt  that  it  would  be  included 
in  the  program,  although  I  am  not  sure 
about  that.  There  was  nearly  $2,000,000 
worth  of  prunes  and  $800,000  worth  of 
raisins. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  would  run  the 
total  up  to  over  $200,000,000,  would  it 
not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Approximately  $200,000,- 
000,  of  which  eggs  and  butter  are  the 
largest  items.  I  might  say  that,  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  humanitarian  aspects,  the 
enormous  quantities  being  held  now  are 
evidently  having  a  depressing  effect  on 
the  market.  I  think  the  amounts  have 
considerably  increased  since  March  31. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  could  get  a  statement  up  to  date, 
and  put  it  in  the  Record,  if  this  matter 
goes  over  until  tomorrow  ,so  that  we  may 
have  the  complete  totals  of  how  much  is 
involved,  with  reference,  of  course,  to 
the  perishables. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  These  are  perishable 
commodities,  owned  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  does  not  include 
the  Mexican  canned  meat,  which  is  cov¬ 
ered  in  subdivision  (b),  does  it? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  does  not.  But  there  is 
an  item — 

Minor  Items _ $3,  823,  686 

Whether  that  is  the  Mexican  meat,  I 
do  not  know.  I  am  told  it  is  about  15,- 
000,000  pounds.  I  do  not  know  what  it 
is  valued  at  per  pound. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
give  the  figure  if  the  Senator  desires  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has  the  figure,  and  I  yield  to  him  to 
give  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  On  April  30, 1950,  the 
report  shows  that  there  were  71,160,971 
pounds - 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  of  what  date? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  was  on  April 
30.  There  were  71,160.,971  pounds,  with 
a  value  of  $16,867,139. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  With  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  stuck,  as  I  understand. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  there  a  possibility 
that  the  ECA  countries  which  need  food 
supplies  could  in  any  way  take  these  sur¬ 
pluses? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  entirely  possible. 
It  is  possible  that  the  15,000,000-pound 
figure  which  I  received  represents  the 
canned  meat  which  is  not  going  to  be 
kept  much  longer,  and  which  must  be 
disposed  of  or  destroyed,  whereas  the 
figures  read  by  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  may  represent  some  that  is  more 
salable.  I  do  not  know  as  to  that. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  further  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  If  he  is  not 
through. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  This  program  is  more 
expensive  than  I  had  thought  it  was 
when  it  was  submitted  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator.  Certainly  there  is  a 
commendable  purpose,  the  food  going  to 
the  needy,  and  all  that,  and  I  think  we 
are  all  in  favor  of  feeding  needy  people, 
especially  if  the  food  is  going  to  spoil. 
On  the  other  hand,  there  is  much  money 
involved.  It  would  run  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  $225,000,000  or  $250,000,000,  if 
the  Mexican  meat  is  added.  I  was  won¬ 
dering  if  there  was  any  way  by  which 
the  EGA  countries  could  purchase  some 
of  the  supplies,  in  view  of  the  amount  of 
money  Involved.  If  it  Is  food,  and  they 
need  it — dried  milk,  butter,  eggs,  and 
cheese — it  seems  to  me  there  should  be 
some  way  of  disposing  of  that  food  to 
the  EGA  countries  which  we  are  supply¬ 
ing  and  to  which  we  are  giving  money. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK  The  point  raised 
by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  was  one 
about  which  I  have  been  concerned.  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
can  give  us  any  assurance  that  this 
amendment,  if  agreed  to,  would  not  es¬ 
tablish  a  precedent,  and  discourage  the 
purchase  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  under  the  EGA  program. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  we  already  have 
precedent  enough.  We  already  have  the 
law  applying  to  potatoes.  But  they  are 
so  bulky  that  I  do  not  know  how  many 
were  shipped  overseas.  I  understari^o- 
tatoes  were  shipped  to  Spain  and'i^r- 
tugal,  and  I  believe  a  cargo  of  pota?oes 
went  to  Israel.  I  do  not  know  what  did 
become  of  them.  But  what  I  should  like 
to  point  out  is  that  the  commodities  in 
question  are  perishable  commodities. 
We  can  put  them  on  the  market  here. 
The  Gommodity  Gredit  Gorporation  has 
the  right  to  put  them  on  the  open  market 
here.  However,  if  that  were  done,  it 
would  result  in  breaking  the  market.  We 
can  permit  them  to  spoil  or  we  can  dis¬ 
pose  of  them  in  such  a  manner  that  some 
people  will  receive  some  good  from  them. 
It  will  cost  us  something  to  deliver  them 
to  the  ship’s  side,  but  it  is  also  costing 
something  to  pay  storage  on  this  enor¬ 
mous  quantity  every  month.  I  expect 
the  savings  in  storage  would  go  quite  a 
way  toward  paying  transportation  costs 
to  some  port  from  which  they  might  be 
sent  overseas. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  How  can  we  ex¬ 
pect  the  beneficiary  countries  under  the 
EGA  program  to  purchase  any  of  these 
commodities  if  we  set  up  these  patterns 
for  giving  them  the  commodities  free? 
How  can  we  expect  to  establish  any  com¬ 
mercial  transactions? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Under  the  law  the  Sec¬ 
retary  would  not  be  permitted  to  dis¬ 
tribute  them  in  such  manner  as  to  in¬ 
terfere  with  any  normal  channels  of 
trade.  Technically,  the  EGA  trade  seems 
to  be  considered  a  normal  channel  of 
trade.  We  give  the  EGA  countries  the 
money  and  they  buy  the  commodities. 
I  should  say  we  lend  the  money  to  them, 
rather. 


Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  point  I  am 
making  is  that  there  would  be  little  if 
any  inducement  for  the  EGA  coimtries 
to  purchase  butter,  cheese,  or  other  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  if  they  know  that  by 
failing  to  purchase  them  they  will  re¬ 
ceive  them  gratuitously. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  believe  that  any 
of  the  EGA  countries  that  would  have  the 
ability  to  purchase  any  of  these  surplus 
commodities  would  be  eligible  to  receive 
them  free.  I  do  not  think  that  GARE 
and  GROP,  or  any  children’s  agencies 
which  would  be  able  to  handle  these  com¬ 
modities  would  interfere  with  the  EGA 

Mr.’  DWORSHAK  Gould  not  new 
welfare  organizations  be  set  up  to  qualify 
under  this  program? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Almost  anything  could 
be  done.  But  I  will  say  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  can  tomorrow  place  every  pound  of 
the  surplus  commodities  on  the  United 
States  market  also.  I  do  not  think  he 
will  do  so,  however.  I  am  trying  to 
think  of  something  to  do  with  those  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  which  will  prevent  the 
depressing  of  the  American  markets,  so 
we  will  not  have  to  destroy  the  surplus 
commodities,  so  we  can  dispose  of  them 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  obtain  some  good 
will,  which  America  sadly  needs.  If  any 
Senator  has  any  better  suggestion  to 
make  as  to  what  to  do  with  them  I  should 
like  to  know  what  it  is.  Should  we  take 
them  out  in  the  ocean  and  drop  them 
somewhere? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
entire  Marshal',  program  has  been  form¬ 
ulated  on  the  theory  that  it  is  a  subsidy 
to  big  business,  so  that  the  products  we 
are  shipping  to  the  other  countries  re¬ 
lieve  the  surplus  i:  i  this  country? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  assume  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  is  entitled  to  his  own 
opinion  about  that  matter.  I  doubt  if 
he  will  succeed  in  getting  any  ofiacial  of 
Government  to  agree  with  him  on  that 
point,  however. 

Mr.  LANGER.  That  certainly  has 
been  the  theory  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  is  no  question  that 
big  business  has  profited  from  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan.  There  is  no  question  that 
the  Marshall  plan  has  played  a  part  in 
maintaining  reasonably  full  employment 
in  this  country.  I  think  everyone  has 
shared  in  the  subsidy. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  The  situation  which 
now  exists  is  absolutely  similar  to  the 
situation  existing  immediately  after 
World  War  II,  when  we  had  $106,000,- 
000,000  worth  of  surplus  property,  and 
we  sold  property  in  Italy,  for  example, 
for  1  cent  on  the  dollar,  instead  of 
bringing  it  back  here,  in  order  to  avoid 
having  any  surplus  in  our  own  country. 
Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  that  is  probably 
correct.  I  do  not  know  what  we  received 
for  that  surplus  property.  But  I  am 
satisfied  that  big  business  in  this  coun¬ 
try  probably  did  not  want  any  surplus 


property  brought  back  to  this  country 
which  would  interfere  with  its  business. 

I  expect  that  small  business  did  not 
want  surplus  property  brought  back  to 
this  country  which  would  interfere  with 
its  business.  I  presume  the  rank-and- 
file  individual  did  not  want  anything 
brought  back  to  this  country  which 
would  interfere  with  his  job. 

Mr.  LANGER.  So  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  holds  to  exactly  the  same 
theory  in  connection  with  surplus  prod¬ 
ucts  which  the  Gommodity  Gredit  Gor¬ 
poration  has  on  hand? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  theory  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  is  that  these  surplus 
perishable  commodities  can  be  used  to 
help  the  children  of  Europe  and  pos¬ 
sibly  of  other  parts  of  the  world,  and 
people  who  otherwise  would  have  to  go 
without  them. 

AMERICAN  PtJRCHASES  OF  MEXICAN  MEAT 
CONTINUED 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Is  it  the  opinion  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
that  under  the  EGA  law  this  material 
could  be  purchased  and  distributed  in 
the  manner  in  which  the  argument  here 
has  always  tended  to  show  it  will  be  dis¬ 
tributed,  that  is  to  help  hungry  people 
throughout  the  world? 

Of  course  it  is  well  known  that  ma¬ 
terials  and  food  purchased  under  the 
EGA  and  sent  to  European  countries  was 
later  sold  by  these  countries — and  not 
given  to  the  hungry  people. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  expect  that  any  coun¬ 
try  having  EGA  funds  could  probably  use 
them  to  purchase  these  surplus  com¬ 
modities  if  it  so  desired. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
another  question.  Would  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  been  offered  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Vermont  allow 
us  to  empty  the  Kansas  caves  of  dried 
eggs,  and  empty  other  storage  facilities 
now  in  use,  for  the  storage  of  other  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  thus  making  such 
storage  available  for  the  storage  of  fur¬ 
ther  purchases  of  commodities  of  the 
same  nature? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  hopes  we  will  not  have  to  buy  eggs 
and  dry  them  forever,  but  he  does  think 
that  it  would  be  a  good  thing  to  empty 
the  caves  where  they  are  stored.  No  one 
in  this  country  seems  to  want  those  eggs. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Adoption  of  the 
amendment  would  allow  us  to  empty  the 
caves  and  other  storage  facilities  so  we 
would  start  building  them  up  again? 

We  would  only  give  such  commodities 
to  foreign  countries  and  not  to  our  own 
people  who  could  use  more  food. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes,  and  so  we  could  have 
a  place  into  which  to  run  in  case  of 
atomic  warfare. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  think  the  Record 
should  be  made  clear.  We  have  been  dis¬ 
cussing  the  foreign  phases  of  this  sub¬ 
ject,  but,  as  I  understand  these  surplus 
commodities,  such  as  butter,  milk,  and 
so  forth,  will  also  be  available  under  the 
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domestic  school-lunch  program.  Is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  will  not  only  be 
available,  but  they  must  be  used  first 
for  the  school-lunch  program. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  In  other  words, 
that  has  the  highest  priority? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  American 
school-lunch  program  has  the  highest 
priority? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  Then  the  surplus 
commodities  are  available  to  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs,  Federal,  State,  and 
local  public-welfare  organizations,  for 
the  assistance  of  needy  Indians,  for  oth¬ 
er  needy  persons,  to  private  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations  for  the  assistance  of  needy 
persons  within  the  United  States.  Then 
we  come  to  the  private  welfare  organi¬ 
zations  for  the  assistance  of  needy  per¬ 
sons  outside  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit  me,  I  will  say  I  felt  quite  certain 
that  was  correct,  but  I  thought  the 
Record  to  date  did  not  make  it  clear  that 
disposal  of  these  surplus  commodities 
would  also  fit  into  our  school-lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  domestic  situation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  These  commodities  can¬ 
not  be  used  for  foreign  relief  so  long  as 
there  is  any  possibility  of  using  them  for 
domestic  relief. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  According  to  the 
statement  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  placed  in  the  Record, 
71,000,000  pounds  of  Mexican  beef  would 
mean  that  approximately  200,000  cattle 
had  been  purchased  below  the  border. 
Would  the  Senator  have  any  idea  as  to 
how  many  more  cattle  are  American 
owned  in  Mexico,  which  the  owners 
would  like  to  sell? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No,  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  does  not  know.  The  Senator 
from  Vermont  has  heard  that  there  are 
a  good  many  American-owned  cattle  be¬ 
low  the  border  which  are  put  there  for 
grazing  at  certain  times  of  the  year.  I 
have  no  reason  to  doubt  that  report.  It 
seems  a  logical  thing  for  an  American 
cattleman  to  place  his  cattle  there  if  he 
can  secure  Mexican  grazing  land. 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  amendment  does 
provide  that  we  can  continue  to  buy  their 
cattle. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  would  depend  upon 
another  law.  If  we  continue  to  accumu¬ 
late  surpluses  we  can  continue  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  them. 

Mr.  MALONE.  We  can  continue  to 
buy  the  cattle  under  the  other  law,  and 
continue  to  dispose  of  them  under  the 
proposed  law? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  If  we 
have  surplus  beef,  and  it  is  in  danger  of 
spoiling,  it  can  be  disposed  of  under  the 
proposed  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
would  authorize  a  world-wide  free  dis¬ 
tribution  of  these  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  which  are  now  on  hand? 


Mr.  AIKEN.  Through  certain  agen¬ 
cies. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  What  certain  agen¬ 
cies  are  they?  What  I  mean  is,  it  would 
be  free  distribution?  • 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  They  could  be 
given  away  or  they  could  be  sold  for  a 
small  part  of  the  cost.  They  would  have 
to  be  distributed  through  private  wel¬ 
fare  organizations,  for  the  assistance  of 
needy  persons  outside  the  United  States, 
or  by  an  agency  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  itself.  I  suppose  they 
could  be  used  through  another  agency, 
and  through  international  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations  in  which  the  United  States 
participates,  for  the  assistance  of  needy 
persons  outside  the  United  States.  That 
means  the  United  Nations  International 
Children’s  Emergency  Fund,  which  was 
continued  by  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  and 
other  Senators  at  the  time  the  ECA  bill 
was  under  consideration.  That  organ¬ 
ization  has  only  $15,000,000  available,  I 
believe. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Which  commodities 
are  affected,  and  how  many  commodities 
are  affected?  Are  all  the  commodities 
which  we  have  on  inventory  affected? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Any  commodities  which 
are  in  danger  of  spoiling — perishable 
commodities  which  will  not  keep  any 
longer. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Suppose  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  decided  that  its 
wheat  holdings  were  in  danger  of  spoil¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Department  has 
that  right  now;  it  can  dispose  of  them 
either  in  or  out  of  the  United  States, 
under  the  present  law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  V/heat,  corn,  and 
all  the  other  commodities  we  now  own, 
under  this  amendment  could  be  given 
away  or  could  be  sold  abroad.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  that  can  be  done 
under  the  present  law.  If  the  wheat  and 
corn  held  under  this  program  are  in 
danger  of  spoiling,  the  Department  can 
sell  them  for  any  price  it  can  get  for 
them  in  this  country,  or  can  ship  them 
overseas,  to  be  solid  at  any  price  it  can 
get  for  them. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  We  already  have  a 
sales  force  for  Irish  potatoes  at  a  penny 
a  bag,  for  export.  Does  this  amendment 
mean  that  under  it  all  the  other  com¬ 
modities  will  go  along  on  the  same  bar¬ 
gain  list? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  amendment  means 
that  the  very  large  surplus  of  milk,  but¬ 
ter,  and  eggs  could  be  disposed  of  in  the 
same  manner. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Is  not  this  situation 
exactly  the  danger  which  was  pointed 
out  recently  by  the  Advisory  Board  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  appointed, 
when  the  Advisory  Board  told  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  in  its  report  of 
April  28,  that  if  the  Congress  did  not 
lower  the  support  prices,  as  the  Senate 


has  failed  to  vote  to  do  this  afternoon, 
but  if  the  Congress  continued  the  90  per¬ 
cent  support  prices,  that  would  inevita¬ 
bly  lead  to  the  dumping  of  the  commodi¬ 
ties  throughout  the  world?  In  fact,  in 
point  4  of  its  recommendations  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Board  said  that  the  high-support 
prices  would  foster  export  dumping, 
which  in  turn  would  invite  retaliation  on 
the  part  of  countries  in  which  the  prod¬ 
ucts  were  dumped. 

Is  it  not  true  that  after  the  proposal 
to  lower  the  support  prices  to  a  more 
realistic  level  failed  of  adoption  in  the 
Senate  this  afternoon,  now,  less  than  15 
minutes  afterward,  we  are  confronted 
with  a  proposal  to  authorize  worldwide 
dumping  of  our  commodity  inventories, 
which  today  total  $15,000,000,000  worth? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  very  sure  that  we 
cannot  dump  the  commodities  without 
the  consent  of  the  country  concerned. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Can  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  conceive  that  any  country 
would  refuse  to  allow  us  to  give  away 
$15,000,000,000  worth  of  commodities? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  France,  I  believe, 
has  already  refused  to  permit  such  com¬ 
modities  to  go  into  her  channels  of  trade. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  understand  that 
France  has  shut  down  on  such  move¬ 
ments  of  our  surplus  commodities  only 
to  the  extent  that  France  does  not  wish 
to  use  ECA  dollars  for  the  French  agri¬ 
cultural  program,  because  France  has 
enough  of  those  products.  However, 
France  will  not  turn  down  our  dollars, 
certainly. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No;  I  do  not  understand 
that. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Let  me  Inquire  of  the 
able  Senator  from  Vermont  how  much 
longer  he  expects  to  take. 

Mr.-  AIKEN.  I  ihtended  to  sit  down 
an  hour  and  a  half  ago,  but  I  have  been 
answering  questions. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask  a 
question,  in  view  of  the  statement  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  made. 

There  are  other  Senators,  including 
myself,  who  would  like  very  much  to  get 
more  information  regarding  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  should  like  to  do  so  before  I 
vote  on  it.  If  a  majority  of  Senators 
wish  to  vote  tonight  on  the  amendment, 
we  shall  do  so;  but  I  should  like  to  have 
more  information  about  it.  This  amend¬ 
ment  is  much  broader  than  I  thought  it 
was.  I  asked  for  some  information, 
which  apparently  is  not  available  tonight. 

Of  course  the  purpose  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  quite  sound,  namely,  a  desire  to 
feed  needy  people.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  amendment  involves  nearly  $300,- 
000,000,  as  I  estimate  the  amount. 

I  should  hke  to  inquire  whether  some 
of  the  ECA  money  can  be  spent  for  this 
purpose,  rather  than  simply  to  add  the 
amount  now  proposed  to  the  total 
amount  of  grants  we  are  making  to  the 
ECA  countries. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  may  say  that  under 
the  limitations  there  is  no  possibility  of 
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using  the  entire  surplus,  except  under 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  may  be  true. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  case  the  United  States 
Government  Itself,  through  any  of  its 
agencies,  undertook  major  relief  opera¬ 
tions  on  a  great  scale,  it  could  be  used. 

However,  the  children’s  agency  could 
distribute  100,000,000  pounds  of  milk,  al¬ 
though  probably  that  Is  less  than  one- 
fourth  of  the  total. 

There  is  not  much  likelihood  that  the 
cost  of  this  program  will  be  so  very  high. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  majority  leader — and 
let  me  say  that  I  do  not  wish  to  delay  a 
vote  on  the  proposed  legislation — 
whether  it  is  possible  for  us  to  take  a  re¬ 
cess  tonight  and  to  vote  on  this  question 
tomorrow  perhaps  immediately  after  the 
Senate  convenes.  I  would  agree  to  have 
the  Senate  vote  at  any  time  tomorrow; 
but  I  should  like  to  have  an  opportunity 
to  examine  this  matter  further  tonight. 
However,  I  am  ready  to  vote  now,  if  the 
rest  of  the  Senate  is  ready  to  do  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  no  objection  to 
having  the  Senate  vote  at  any  time  either 
tonight  or  tomorrow.  If  the  debate  is 
likely  to  close  now  for  the  evening,  I 
should  like  to  say  that  it  is  intended  by 
this  proposal  to  cover  perishable  com¬ 
modities  which  otherwise  would  be  a  total 
loss,  and  which,  because  of  their  enor¬ 
mous  amount,  are  depressing  commodity 
prices  in  the  United  States  today,  and  are 
incurring  heavy  storage  costs. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question  before 
he  closes  his  remarks? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
under  the  law  now  on  the  statute  books, 
as  the  Government  gives  away  this  $100,- 
000, OCO  worth  of  free  goods,  the  Treasury 
automatically  cancels  a  corresponding 
amount  of  the  notes  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  as  it  takes  this  loss? 
In  other  words,  the  fund  is  a  perpetually 
revolving  fund,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No;  I  think  the  amount 
would  be  chargeable  against  the  borrow¬ 
ing  authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  The  Treasury  could  not 
cancel  the  notes— I  think  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  will  bear  me  out  as  to  this — 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
without  authority  from  the  Congress. 
The  Congress  has  given  that  authority 
once  or  twice  in  past  years — over  my  op¬ 
position,  as  I  recall. 

However,  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
Treasury  could  automatically  cancel  the 
notes  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  Otherwise,  there  certainly  is  no 
need  to  place  a  limitation  upon  the  bor¬ 
rowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
after  the  audited  reports  come  to  us,  so 
far-  as  they  have  come,  as  the  accounts 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
have  been  audited  for  the  fiscal  year,  to 
the  extent  that  the  capital  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  impaired, 
the  notes  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 


poration  are  canceled  under  authoriza¬ 
tion  by  the  Congress? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  sure  they  are  not 
canceled  without  special  legislation  by 
the'  Congress. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes.  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  desires  to 
obtain  the  floor  in  his  own  right. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  I  desire  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  floor  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
time  will  the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  In  view  of  the  fact, 
which  apparently  is  in  the  minds  of 
some  Senators,  that  the  Senator’s 
amendment  is  opening  up  some  new  ave¬ 
nue  for  the  disposition  of  these  surplus 
commodities,  I  should  like  to  ask 
whether  it  is  true  that  under  the  present 
law,  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1S49,  section 
116,  the  commodities  which  are  not  dis¬ 
posed  of  pursuant  to  the  first  sentence 
of  that  section  may  be  disposed  of  under 
the  priorities  therein  expressed — the 
school-lunch  program  being  the  first 
priority — and  finally  may  be  disposed  of 
to  private  welfare  organizations,  for  the 
assistance  of  needy  persons  outside  the 
United  States. 

In  the  second  place,  is  it  not  true  that 
the  Senator’s  amendment — leaving  out, 
for  the  time  being,  the  question  of  the 
Mexican  meat — does  two  things:  First, 
it  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
and  possibly  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration — I  am  not  certain  as  to  which 
or  both — authority  to  pay  certain  ex¬ 
penses  up  to  shipside,  that  being  author¬ 
ity  which  does  not  exist  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law,  for  under  existing  law  the  com¬ 
modities  may  be  made  available  at  the 
point  of  storage,  rather  than  being 
shipped  to  shipside. 

In  the  second  place,  the  Senator’s 
amendment  adds,  does  it  not,  another 
category  of  welfare  organizations,  as  a 
fourth  category  in  order  of  priority? 
Today  we  have  the  private  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations  to  which  these  commodities 
may  be  turned  over  and  given  at  the 
point  of  storage,  at  no  cost,  and  the  pri¬ 
vate  welfare  organizations  may  employ 
the  commodities  for  the  assistance  of 
needy  persons  outside  the  United  States. 

The  Senator’s  amendment  then  would 
proceed  to  add  the  category  of  interna¬ 
tional  welfare  organizations  in  which  the 
United  States  participates,  which,  under 
the  amendment,  could  use  the  commodi¬ 
ties  for  the  assistance  of  needy  persons 
outside  the  United  States. 

So  there  are  the  two  points:  first,  the 
lesser  restriction  against  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  or  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  as  to  the  place  of  delivery, 
namely,  not  the  point  of  storage,  but 
shipside;  second,  the  increase  in  the 
category  of  the  donees,  or  the  distribu¬ 
tees,  namely,  by  international  welfare 
organizations,  in  addition  to  the  present 
list  of  four  priorities,  as  expressed  in  that 
section.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  has  given  a 
clear,  concise,  and  correct  analysis  of 
what  this  amendment  proposes  to  do. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  It  does  not  open  up  new 
avenues,  but  simply  adds  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  National  Children’s  Emergency 
Fund  to  the  category.  That  is  the 
agency  affected.  It  would  add  agencies 
of  the  United  States  Government  to  the 
list  of  those  that  could  distribute  abroad 
siirplus  commodities,  spoilable  commodi¬ 
ties,  and  it  would  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  pay  transportation  on  the  spoilable 
commodities  to  shipside,  if  he  cannot  get 
rid  of  them  in  any  other  way. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  the  same  modifica¬ 
tion  which  he  had  already  accepted  in 
the  (b)  section,  to  the  (a)  section,  so 
there  would  be  the  same  flexibility,  to 
“the  United  States  Government  or  its 
agencies’’? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  is  very  glad  to  accept  what  he  con¬ 
siders  to  be  a  wise  amendment,  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  As  an  amendment 
to  subsection  (a),  I  offer  the  same 
amendment  as  that  which  I  previously 
offered  to  subsection  (b),  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide:  “fourth,’’  inserting  at  this  point, 
after  the  word  “to,’’  the  words  “the 
United  States  Government  or  its  agen¬ 
cies  or  to,”  so  as  to  make  the  clause  read: 
“fourth,  to  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  or  its  agencies  or  to  international 
welfare  organizations  in  which  the 
United  States  participates,  for  the  as¬ 
sistance  of  needy  persons  outside  the 
United  States.” 

It  is  also  proposed  to  amend  the  next 
sentence  of  section  4,  after  the  word  “to” 
by  inserting  “the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  or  its  agencies  or  to,”  so  as  to  make 
the  sentence  read :  “In  the  case  of  dispo¬ 
sition  to  the  United  States  or  its  agencies 
or  to  private  or  interntional  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations  for  the  assistance  of  needy 
persons  outside  the  United  States  the 
transportation  and  handling  costs  to  be 
borne  by  the  Government  shall  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  movement  of  the  commodity  to 
shipside  at  the  port  of  shipment.” 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,'!  should 
like  to  say  I  think  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  California  may  be 
of  inestimable  value  some  day,  much 
more  so  than  we  would  expect  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nevada. 

Ml’.  MALONE.  The  figures  show  that 
there  are  about  341,000,000  bushels  of 
wheat,  without  going  into  other  com¬ 
modities  of  all  kinds  now  in  storage.  As 
I  understand,  the  amendment  leaves  to 
the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  the  determination  of  the  existence 
of  perishable  goods,  or  the  danger  of 
damage.  Therefore,  it  would  be  up  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  entirely  to  de¬ 
termine  when  the  commodities,  whatever 
they  may  be,  should  be  disposed  of  in  the 
manner  provided  by  the  amendment.  If 
that  be  true,  I  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  there  is  now  nearly  $4,000,000,000 
worth  of  these  commodities.  We  have 
just  provided  $2,000,000,000  additional 
for  the  CCC,  with  which  to  go  ahead  and 
carry  out  the  program.  The  CCC  itself, 
on  May  31,  stated  in  a  release  that  it  had 
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sustained  a  net  loss  of  $155,322,000.  Is 
this  not,  in  effect,  opening  a  new  field  for 
the  disposition  of  commodities,  with  au¬ 
thority  to  continue  buying  commodities 
with  new  appropriations,  and,  in  effect,  a 
point  4  agricultural  program? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No;  this  does  not  open 
up  any  new  avenues  for  the  disposal  of 
wheat  or  other  grains  which  might  be  de¬ 
teriorating.  Under  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  the  act  of  1948,  and 
the  act  of  1949,  the  Secretary  is  already 
authorized  to  sell,  at  any  price,  basic 
commodities  which  may  be  in  danger  of 
spoilage  or  deterioration.  Also,  he  is  not 
restricted  as  to  the  price  at  which  he  may 
sell  such  products  abroad. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to 
make  sure  the  amendment  which  I 
previously  offered  to  subsection  (b)  is 
also  accepted  as  to  subsection  (a),  in 
the  two  places  where  it  is  necessary  to 
be  placed. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  accepted  that  amendment  for 
both  paragraphs,  and  for  both  parts  of 
subsection  (a). 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  this  amend¬ 
ment  cover  commodities  on  which  the 
Government  has  loaned  money? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No;  only  commodities 
which  are  Government-owned. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  merely  covers 
those  owned  by  the  Government,  not 
those  put  up  as  security? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  should  like  to  be 
quite  certain  that  I  understand  what  the 
amendments  are  that  were  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  California.  I  doubt¬ 
less  should  know,  but  I  did  not  retain 
their  import,  if  I  heard  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  What  the  amend¬ 
ments  had  reference  to,  I  may  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Missouri,  is  that  by 
the  language  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Vermont,  distribu¬ 
tions  were  limited  to  private  relief 
agencies,  or  to  international  relief 
agencies,  such  as  the  International 
Children’s  Fund.  The  Senator  from 
California  pointed  out  that  we  may  want 
to  dispose  of  those  commodities  in  either 
or  both  of  those  ways,  but  I  did  not  feel 
that  we  should  foreclose  the  distribution 
by  the  United  States  Government  itself, 
or  its  agencies.  In  other  words,  we 
might  want  to  carry  on  a  permanent 
relief  program,  as  we  did  in  connection 
with  Belgium  relief,  by  the  United  States 
Government  or  one  of  its  agencies.  So 
my  amendments  would  provide  that 
additional  flexibility. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  That  is  the  effect  of 
the  amendments? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  That  is  the  effect 
of  the  amehdments  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 


Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
now  well  known  that  the  greatest  agri¬ 
cultural  crop  that  Europe  has  had  for  a 
long  time  will  be  harvested  this  year  and 
that  Prance  is  ready  to  sell  wheat,  and 
perhaps  other  commodities,  with  which 
we  are  not  entirely  familiar.  Still,  v/e 
are  ready  to  break  their  markets,  but 
not  to  break  our  own.  Does  that  make 
sense  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No.  I  think  there  is  no 
nation  of  Europe  but  what  is  smart 
enough  to  prohibit  our  dumping  relief 
commodities  on  them,  if  the  effect  of  it 
would  be  to  break  their  market. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  detain  the  Senate  for  but  3  min¬ 
utes.  We  already  have  under  section 
416  of  the  present  law,  the  right  to  give 
food  commodities  in  danger  of  spoilage, 
first,  to  the  school-lunch  program  and 
to  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  welfare  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  assistance  of  needy  Indians 
and  other  needy  persons ;  second,  to  pri¬ 
vate  welfare  organizations  for  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  needy  persons  within  the  United 
States;  and  third,  to  private  welfare  or¬ 
ganizations  for  the  assistance  of  needy 
persons  outside  the  United  States. 

The  major  purpose  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  to  make  it  possible  for  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  in  addition 
to  giving  away  these  commodities,  to  pay 
the  freight  on  them.  The  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  not 
acted  upon  this  proposal  and  has  never 
recommended  the  payment  of  transpor¬ 
tation  charges  by  the  Government  in  the 
disposal  of  the  commodities  involved.  I 
understand  that  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives  is  now  considering  similar  pro¬ 
posals.  Let  us  consider  this  subject  in 
a  separate  bill,  and  not  tack  it  onto 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  bill. 

The  amendment  also  adds  interna¬ 
tional  organizations  for  the  relief  of  per¬ 
sons  outside  the  United  States  to  those 
agencies  eligible  to  receive  free  food  com¬ 
modities.  A  third  provision  would  allow 
the  Corporation  to  give  away  canned 
meat  acquired  in  connection  with  the 
foot-and-mouth  disease  eradication  pro¬ 
gram  in  Mexico  and  also  pay  transpor¬ 
tation  charges. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  would 
subject  the  Government  to  unknown 
costs  and  I  earnestly  hope  it  will  be 
voted  down. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont,  as  modified. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
demand  sufficiently  seconded? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  suggest  the  absence 


of  a  quorum.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 


names: 

Aiken 

Brlcker 

Butler 

Byrd 

Cain 


Capehart 

Chapman 

Connally 

Cordon 

Donnell 


Dworshak 

Ecton 

Ellender 

Ferguson 

Flanders 


Frear 

Leahy 

Neely 

Fulbright 

Lehman 

Robertson 

George 

Lodge 

Russell 

Hayden 

Long 

Saltonstall 

Hendrickson 

Lucas 

Sparkman 

Hill 

McCarran 

Stennls 

Hoey 

McClellan 

Taft 

Holland 

McFarland 

Thye 

Ives 

McMahon 

Tobey 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Magnuson 

Watkins 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Malone 

Wherry 

Kefauver 

Martin 

Williams 

Kilgore 

Maybank 

Withers 

Knowland 

Morse 

Young 

Langer 

Mundt 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Vermont,  as  modified. 

Mr.  MORSE,  Mr.  DONNELL,  and 
other  Senators  requested  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Noi’th  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Graham],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  are 
absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  as  a  congres¬ 
sional  adviser  to  the  United  States  dele¬ 
gation  at  the  fifth  session  of  the  general 
conference  of  the  United  Nations  Edu¬ 
cational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Or¬ 
ganization  now  being  held  in  Florence, 
Italy. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr, 
Downey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  arid  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Mc- 
Kellar],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  attending  the 
sessions  of  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as 
a  delegate  representing  the  United 
States. 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gillette]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  McKellar]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
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Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Tydings]  is  paii'ed  with  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith].  If 
present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Maine  would  vote  “yea.” 

I  announce  further  that  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Pepper],  and  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Thomas]  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner],  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Millikin],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Darby] 
Is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
Is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  for  the 
purpose  of  attending  the  UNESCO  Con¬ 
ference  at  Florence,  Italy,  and  is  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Tydings!  .  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Maine  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Maryland  would 
vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  detained  on  official  business, 
and  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon],  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Kem],  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  McCarthy],  and  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  are  detained  on  official 
business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  20, 
nays  37,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 20 


Aiken 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Capehart 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

DonneU 

Langer 

Thye 

Flanders 

Lehman 

Tobey 

Hendrickson 

Lodge 

Watkins 

Hoey 

McMahon 

Young 

Ives 

Morse 

NAYS— 37 

Bricker 

Hayden 

Malone 

Butler 

Hill 

Martin 

Byrd 

Holland 

Maybank 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Mundt 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Neely 

Connally 

Kilgore 

Robertson 

Dworshak 

Leahy 

Russell 

Ecton 

Long 

Stennis 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Wherry 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Williams 

Frear 

McClellan 

Withers 

Fulbrlght 

McFarland 

George 

Magnuson 

NOT  VOTING- 

-39 

Anderson 

Downey 

Hunt 

Benton 

Eastland 

Jenner 

Brewster 

Gillette 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Bridges 

Graham 

Kem 

Chavez 

Green 

Kerr 

Cordon 

Gurney 

McCarthy 

Darby 

Hickenlooper 

McKellar 

Douglas 

Humphrey 

Millikin 

Murray 

Myers 

O’Conor 

O’Mahoney 

Pepper 


Schoeppel  Thomas,  Okla. 
Smith,  Maine  Thomas,  Utah 
Smith,  N.  J.  Tydings 

Taft  Vandenberg 

Taylor  Wiley 


So  Mr.  Aiken’s  amendment,  as  modi¬ 
fied,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
line  5,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$6,- 
750,000,000”  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$5,750,000,000.”  On  page  1,  line  9,  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  “$6,750,000,000” 
and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$5,750,000,- 
000.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  amendment 
which  I  offer  merely  seeks  to  strike  out 
$6,750,000,000  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
$5,750,000,000.  It  would  cut  by  $1,000,- 
000,000  the  proposed  additional  borrow¬ 
ing  authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  It  would  give  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  $1,000,000,000  less.  The  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  affect  in  any  way  the 
existing  farm  laws  or  support  levels.  It 
would  merely  provide  an  additional  $1,- 
000,000,000,  instead  of  $2,000,000,000.  If 
we  are  to  have  laws  on  the  books,  we 
must  provide  adequate  funds  to  carry 
out  the  laws. 

It  was  only  on  the  24th  of  January 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
made  his  request  for  $2,000,000,000  addi¬ 
tional  borrowing  authority.  Since  that 
time,  through  an  act  of  God,  we  have 
had  a  drastic  reduction  in  our  wheat 
crop.  That  means  that  there  will  be 
approximately  $500,000,000  less  needed 
to  support  wheat  than  was  contemplated 
at  that  time. 

An  indirect  effect  of  the  shorter  wheat 
crop  is  that  the  price  of  wheat  has  risen 
considerably  above  the  existing  support 
price.  Instead  of  farmers  having  to 
make  wheat  loans,  they  are  liquidating 
them  at  a  much  faster  rate  than  ever. 
According  to  the  April  report,  instead 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
running  behind,  as  they  have  been  for 
months,  they  have  gained  about  $100,- 
000,000  over  what  was  expected.  An¬ 
other  item  which  should  be  taken  into 
consideration  is  that  around  July  1  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  get 
approximately  $170,000,000  in  restoration 
capital.  That  is  given  to  them  by  vir¬ 
tue  of  the  fact  that  under  the  act  of 
March  8,  1938,  which  I  mentioned  pre¬ 
viously,  as  of  June  30  the-  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  audits  the  accounts  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and  to 
the  extent  they  have  sustained  losses  and 
to  the  extent  their  capital  has  been  im¬ 
paired,  that  money  is  restored.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as 
shown  on  page  497,  the  Corporation  will 
receive  this  year  as  restoration  capital 
from  the  Treasury  Department  $170,- 
515,000.  Together  with  these  extras  they 
can  very  well  operate  under  their  exist¬ 
ing  level  for  the  next  12  months.  Even 
In  the  event  that  I  should  be  wrong  in 
the  estimate — ^which  I  feel  is  a  correct 
estimate — $1,000,000,000  surely  would  last 
beyond  the  first  of  the  year,  at  which 
time  Congress  will  be  in  session  and  can 
consider  the  subject  again. 

Another  reason  I  think  the  amendment 
should  be  adopted  is  the  fact  that  this 


Corporation,  which  is  seeking  $2,000,- 
000,000  in  additional  funds,  has  never 
rendered  any  account  for  the  past  2  years 
of  any  money  which  Congress  has  given 
them  or  which  they  have  spent.  So  far 
as  I  know,  or  so  far  as  any  other  Sena¬ 
tor  knows,  everything  may  be  100  per¬ 
cent  in  order. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  may  be  in  the 
worst  shape  imaginable.  However,  I 
think  it  is  wrong  for  Congress  to  consider 
gMng  $2,000,000,000  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  until  we  find  out  how 
its  internal  affairs  are  being  run,  or  at 
least  until  it  presents  proof  that  it  needs 
the  additional  money.  Therefore  I  urge 
that  this  amendment  be  adopted.  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston!,'  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las!,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Easixand],  the  Senator  from  North  Car¬ 
olina  [Mr.  Graham],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  tMr.  Myers!,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings!  are 
absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  as  a  congres¬ 
sional  adviser  to  the  United  States  dele¬ 
gation  at  the  fifth  session  of  the  general 
conference  of  the  United  Nations  Educa¬ 
tional,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organi¬ 
zation  now  being  held  in  Florence,  Italy. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette!,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Con- 
NALLY],  the  Senators  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Kefauver  and  Mr.  McKellar],  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Green]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  attending  the  ses¬ 
sions  of  the  International  Labor  Organi¬ 
zation  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as  a  dele¬ 
gate  representing  the  United  States. 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Tydings]  Is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  McKel¬ 
lar].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland  would  vote  “yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  would  vote 
“nay.” 
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I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  CONNALLY],  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Downey],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette],  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Graham],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  the  Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt  and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston], 
the  Senators  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr 
and  Mr.  Thomas],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas] 
would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Jenner],  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper]  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Ml-.  Millikin],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley] 
are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Darby] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  for 
the  purpose  of  attending  the  UNESCO 
Conference  at  Florence,  Italy,  is  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft] 
who  is  detained  on  official  business.  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maine  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  who  is  detained  on  offlcial  busi¬ 
ness  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster],  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders],  and  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Kem]  are  detained  on  official 
business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  21, 


nays  36, 

as  follows: 

YEAS— 21 

Bricker 

Frear 

Malone 

Butler 

Hendrickson 

Martin 

Byrd 

Ives 

Robertson 

Cain 

Kilgore 

Saltonstall 

Cordon 

Knowland 

Tobey 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Wherry 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

NAYS— 36 

.  Williams 

Aiken 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Maybank 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Morse 

Chapman 

Langer 

Mundt 

Donnell 

.  Leahy 

Lehman 

Neely 

Dworshak 

Pepper 

Ellender 

Long 

Russell 

Fulbright 

Lucas 

Sparkman 

George 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Hayden 

McClellan 

Thye 

Hill 

McFarland 

Watkins 

Hoey 

McMahon 

Withers 

Holland 

Magnuson. 

Young 

NOT  VOTING— 39 

Anderson 

Connally 

Flanders 

Benton 

Darby 

Gillette 

Brewster 

Douglas 

Graham 

Bridges 

Downey 

Green 

Chavez 

Eastland 

Gurney 

Hickenlooper  McKellar 
Humphrey  Mllllkln 
Hunt  Murray 

Jenner  Myers 

Johnston,  S.  C.  O’Conor 
Kefauver  O’Mahoney 

Kem  Schoeppel 

Kerr  Smith,  Maine 


Smith,  N.  J. 

Taft 

Taylor 

Thomas,  Okla. 
Thomas,  Utah 
Tydlngs 
Vandenberg 
Wiley 


So  Mr.  Williams’  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  the 
amendment,  which  I  send  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1  It 
is  proposed  to  strike  out  lines  8  and  9 
and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “out  the  words  ‘other  than  trust 
deposits  and  advances  received  on  sales,’ 
striking  out  ‘$4,750,000,000’  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ‘$6,750,000,000’,  and 
changing  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
to  a  comma  and  adding  the  following  ‘to; 

■  discharge  all  other  liabilities  of  the  Cor-  j 
.  poration,  and  to  provide  for  any  borrow-  j 
j  ing  necessary  to  fulfill  contingent  liabili-  ■ 
'  ties  and  outstanding  commitments’.” 

’  Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  will  require  the  Cor¬ 
poration  at  all  times  to  reserve  a  suf¬ 
ficient  amount  of  its  authorized  borrow¬ 
ing  power,  which,  together  with  other 
funds  available  to  the  Corporation,  will 
not  only  enable  it,  as  required  under  the 
present  section  4  (1)  of  its  charter  act, 
to  purchase  in  accordance  with  its  con¬ 
tracts  with  landing  agencies,  notes  or 
other  obligations  evidencing  loans  made 
by  such  agencies  under  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  programs,  but  will  also  enable  it 
to  discharge  all  its  other  liabilities,  and 
to  provide  for  any  increased  borrowing 
necessary  to  fulfill  contingent  liabilities 
and  outstanding  commitments.  This 
does  not  mean  that  the  Corporation  will 
have  to  set  up  a  reserve  against  its  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  in  the  entire  amount  of 
program  commitments  outstanding,  but 
only  in  such  amount  as  will  be  required 
under  its  borrowing  authority  to  meet 
such  commitments.  The  same  is  true  as 
to  contingent  liabilities  such  as  those 
under  outstanding  purchase  agreements. 
However,  in  the  case  of  accounts  payable 
and  other  accrued  liabilities,  and  in  the 
case  of  loans  which  have  been  approved 
and  not  yet  fully  processed,  since  these 
items  should  be  considered  as  liabilities, 
a  full  reservation  in  the  amount  of  such 
items  will  be  required  against  the  bor¬ 
rowing  power. 

The  amendment  also  eliminates  the 
language  “other  than  trust  deposits  and 
advances  received  on  sales”  now  in  sec¬ 
tion  4  (i).  The  elimination  of  this  lan¬ 
guage  will  not  affect  the  borrowing 
power,  since  items  of  this  nature  are  not 
borrowings  in  any  event,  but  it  will  in¬ 
sure  that  such  items  are  not  left  out  of 
the  computation  when  the  Corporation 
considers  its  borrowing  power  together 
with  other  funds  available  to  it  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  that  its  borrow¬ 
ings  plus  its  liabilities  are  not  in  excess 
of  its  total  borrowing  authority,  together 
with  such  other  funds. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  is  inspired  by  the  fact  that  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  uses  dif¬ 
ferent  methods  of  bookkeeping  to  suit  Its 
convenience  at  different  times.  Up  until 
March  1949,  it  had  always  Included  its 


obligations  to  purchase  loans  held  by 
lending  agencies,  loans  approved  but  not 
fully  processed,  accounts  payable,  ac¬ 
crued  liabilities,  producers’  equity  in  cot¬ 
ton  pools,  and  contingent  liabilities  un¬ 
der  outstanding  purchase  agreements. 

In  April  1939,  it  dropped  these  items 
from  its  liabilities  chargeable  against  its 
borrowing  authority.  Then  to  my 
amazement  I  found  that  in  making  their 
request  for  $2,000,000,000  they  were  in¬ 
cluding  these  items  again  as  liabilities 
which  must  be  taken  into  account. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
provide  that  the  Corporation  shall  in¬ 
clude  as  obligations  chargeable  against 
their  borrowing  authority  such  items  as 
bills  payable,  producer’s  equity  in  cot¬ 
ton  pools,  accrued  liabilities,  and  con¬ 
tingent  liabilities  under  obligations  for 
loans  which  have  been  consummated  but 
not  made.  Those  are  really  obligations 
which  always  have  been  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  estimating  the  borrowing 
authority  left,  and  they  certainly  should 
be.  I  do  not  like  to  have  them  come  here 
one  month  and  say  that  a  bill  payable  is 
a  liability,  and  come  here  4  months  later 
and  say  that  a  bill  payable  is  not  a  li- 
bility,  and  some  here  6  months  later  and 
say  that  bills  payable  are  liabilities. 
The  amendment  does  not  take  any¬ 
thing  away  from  their  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  at  all.  It  is  an  effort  to  require 
them  to  keep  their  books  and  list  all  their 
liabilities  against  their  borrowing  author¬ 
ity,  instead  of  simply  those  which  they 
choose  to  list. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  since 
1938,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  been  required  to  treat  as  obligations 
against  its  borrowing  power  its  out¬ 
standing  bonds,  notes,  d.ebentures,  and 
similar  obligations.  As  I  pointed  out 
yesterday,  the  amount  of  those  statutory 
obligations  was  $3,544,000,000-plus  on 
April  30,  1950,  leaving  a  net  of  $1,205,- 
000,000  of  statutory  borrowing  authority 
available.  But,  as  I  also  pointed  out, 
there  are  other  contingent  liabilities  in 
the  amount' of  $750,000,000  which  may  or 
may  not  become  a  fixed  liability  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Charter  Act  in  1948  required  the  Corpo¬ 
ration,  in  addition,  to  reserve  sufficient 
borrowing  power  to  purchase  loans  held 
by  lending  agencies.  The  sum  ,  of  these 
two  items  represents  the  statutory 
charge  against  borrowing  power. 

In  the  day-to-day  conduct  of  its  busi¬ 
ness,  the  Corporation  enters  into  thou¬ 
sands  of  business  transactions  with 
farmers,  railroads,  dealers,  processors, 
and  others.  The  payment  of  invoices 
and  the  making  of  payments  to  farmers 
in  connection  with  these  transactions  is 
handled  on  a  daily  basis  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  through  field  offices 
and  the  many  private  trade  facilities 
utilized  by  the  Corporation  as  agents. 
In  addition,  there  are  other  transactions 
of  a  highly  contingent  nature  which  en¬ 
ter  into  the  Corporation’s  daily  opera¬ 
tions,  such  as  purchase  agreements 
entered  Into  with  farmers,  claims  gainst 
the  Corporation,  suits  against  the  Cor¬ 
poration,  and  so  forth. 

The  Corporation  pays  invoices  ren¬ 
dered,  makes  settlements  with  farmers 
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and  handles  daily  the  many  other  types 
of  business  transactions  as  would  be  done 
In  any  operating  business.  The  Corpora¬ 
tion  from  time  to  time  makes  estimates 
of  its  financial  requirements  and,  In 
so  doing,  it  takes  into  consideration  the 
possibility  that  a  portion  of  these  day- 
to-day  business  transactions  may  require 
the  use  of  borrowing  authority.  To  en¬ 
deavor  to  prescribe  by  law  the  portion 
of  borrowing  authority  that  should  be 
reserved  to  take  care  of  these  day-to-day 
transactions  and  the  many  contingent 
liabilities  of  the  Corporation  would  add 
greatly  to  its  administrative  burden  and 
would  force  it  to  follow  methods  and 
procedures  not  usually  required  of  a 
business  enterprise.  This  would  add 
considerably  to  the  cost  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  operations  and  would  prevent  it 
from  operating  as  efficiently  and  effec¬ 
tively  as  would  be  expected  of  a  private 
concern. 

Some  examples  of  the  types  of  trans¬ 
actions  which  would  create  problems  if 
any  fixed  or  rigid  system  of  determining 
all  obligations  against  the  borrowing  of 
the  CCC  is  prescribed  by  statute  are  as 
follows : 

First,  the  Corporation  makes  an  open 
offer  to  farmers  that  it  will  enter  into 
purchase  agreements  for  many  com¬ 
modities.  Under  such  arrangements, 
the  farmer  has  no  obligation  to  deliver 
the  commodity  to  the  Corporation  and, 
accordingly,  may  store  it  as  he  chooses, 
sell  it  or  dispose  of  it  at  will,  without 
making  any  report  to  the  Corporation  as 
to  what  he  has  done  with  the  commod¬ 
ity.  In  other  words,  he  in  effect  has  an 
option  to  sell  a  specified  quantity  of  a 
commodity  to  the  Corporation  as  of  a 
given  date.  The  Corporation  has  no 
means  of  knowing  whether  he  will  exer¬ 
cise  his  privilege  to  deliver  prior  to  the 
termination  of  this  option  and  even  then 
he  is  not  required  to  deliver  the  com¬ 
modity  to  the  Corporation  if  he  can  sell 
it  to  his  advantage.  To  endeavor  to  keep 
detailed  records  on  such  an  operation 
would  require  the  farmer  to  report  to  the 
Corporation  when  he  has  sold  the  com¬ 
modity,  fed  it  to  livestock,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  it.  This  would  impose  an 
additional  burden  on  the  farmer  and 
would  add  greatly  to  the  cost  of  the 
Corporation  in  administration  of  such 
purchase  agreements,  and  there  could 
still  be  no  assurance  that  the  records 
maintained  were  accurate.  In  short, 
purchase  agreements  handled  in  this 
manner  probably  would  not  be  advan¬ 
tageous  to  either  the  Corporation  or  the 
farmer. 

Second.  Another  difficulty  which  would 
arise  in  attempting  to  establish  an 
amount  to  be  charged  against  the  bor¬ 
rowing  authorization  which  would  be  ver¬ 
ified  is  presented  by  claims  against  the 
Corporation.  As  a  Corporation,  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  may  be  sued, 
and  many  suits  are  brought  for  amounts 
greatly  in  excess  of  any  possible  lia¬ 
bility.  To  reserve  borrowing  power  suf¬ 
ficient  to  cover  the  amounts  sued  for  or 
claimed  in  all  such  cases  would  present 
a  misleading  picture  of  the  Corporation’s 
obligations,  and  the  determination  of 
such  amounts  would  require  an  excessive 


amount  of  administrative  costs.  On  the 
other  hand,  any  effort  to  appraise  the 
amount  of  actual  liability  in  such  cases 
would  result  in  a  figure  so  conjectural  as 
to  present  unreasonable  obstacles  to  an 
accounting  review. 

These  are  only  illustrations  of  the  types 
of  problems  which  would  arise  if  an 
attempt  is  made  to  prescribe  by  statute 
the  means  by  and  extent  to  which  reser¬ 
vations  of  borrowing  authority  should  be 
made  to  cover  obligations  other  than 
actual  borrowings  and  those  arising  un¬ 
der  contracts  with  lending  agencies.  If 
the  Corporation  is  to  operate  efficiently 
in  comparison  with  private  industry,  it 
must  be  permitted  to  follow  normal  busi¬ 
ness  practice  of  exercising  a  business 
judgment  in  forecasting  its  needs  and  in 
the  handling  of  its  financing. 

The  Corporation  each  month  makes 
available  to  the  public  a  statement  show¬ 
ing  not  only  the  statutory  charges 
against  its  borrowing  authority  but  also 
its  estimate  as  of  a  specific  date  of  other 
obligations  all  or  part  of  which  may  re¬ 
quire  later  use  of  borrowing  authority. 
The  nature  of  these  obligations  is  such  i 
that  the  responsibility  for  assuring 
availability  of  funds  to  meet  them  is  one 
which  should  remain  a  responsibility  of 
the  management  of  the  Corporation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  rejected. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  one  needs 
only  to  listen  to  the  statements  made  by 
the  able  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  and  the  able  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  [Mr.  Ellender]  on  the  amendment 
to  realize  how  controversial  and  how 
far-reaching  the  amendment  is.  It  is 
another  classical  example  of  attempting 
to  legislate  on  the  floor  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  without  having  any  hear¬ 
ings  before  a  committee  upon  such  an 
important  question  as  this.  The  same  is 
true  with  respect  to  other  amendments 
which  have  been  offered.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  had  no 
opportunity  whatsoever  to  go  into  the 
merits  of  the  allegations  made  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  various  amendments.  The 
Senate  should  not  be  compelled  to  vote 
blindly  upon  amendments  of  this  kind. 
They  may  be  meritorious.  The  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  one  of  the  able  legisla¬ 
tors,  so  far  as  agricultural  problems  are 
concerned,  and  most  of  the  time  I  re¬ 
spect  his  judgment,  but  I  cannot  con¬ 
scientiously  support  an  amendment  of 
so  far-reaching  a  character  as  the  one 
now  before  the  Senate,  without  any 
hearings  having  been  held  upon  it,  and 
without  any  testimony  having  been  ad¬ 
duced  with  respect  to  it  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  with  due 
respect  to  the  senior  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  I  wish  to  say  that  this  matter  has 
been  before  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  time  and  time  and 
time  again.  The  amendment  would 
have  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
do  what  for  a  long  time  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  has  tried  to  require  the 
Corporation  to  do.  The  Corporation 
used  to  include  in  its  liabilities  such 
items  as  loans  approved  but  not  fully 
processed,  accounts  payable,  accrued  lia¬ 


bilities,  producers’  equity  in  cotton  pools, 
and  continuing  liabilities  under  out¬ 
standing  purchase  agreements. 

In  March  1949  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  deleted  those  items  from  its 
liabilities,  showing  thereby  that  the  Cor¬ 
poration  had  much  more  money  on  hand 
unobligated  than  it  actually  had.  Now 
when  the  Corporation  wants  $2,000,000,- 
000  additional  borrowing  authority  it 
comes  here  and  adds  these  liabilities, 
which  are  genuine  liabilities,  and  says 
“We  do  not  have  any  money.  We  have 
got  to  have  $2,000,000,000.’’ 

Here  is  an  opportunity  to  decide 
whether  we  want  our  Federal  agencies’ 
books  kept  in  order  or  not.  Here  is  a 
chance  to  vote  for  this  amendment 
which  will  do  what  the  General  Account- 
inging  Office  wants  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  do  and  what  it 
should  do  without  compulsion  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office  or  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  or  by  anyone  else,  namely,  what 
should  be  done  in  accordance  with  good 
bookkeeping  practices.  Certainly  an  ac¬ 
count  payable  is  a  liability.  Approxi¬ 
mately  $700,000,000  are  included  in  these 
items  at  the  present  time,  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  regards  them 
as  liabilities.  I  am  sure  when  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  gets  the 
$2,000,000,000  additional,  it  will  deduct 
those  amounts,  as  has  been  done  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  President  it,  is  time  for  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies  to  keep  their  books 
straight.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  has  been  a  terrible  offender  in 
that  respect,  and  apparently  it  does  not 
intend  to  reform. 

I  think  this  amendment  is  one  little 
step  which  we  should  take  to  make  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  keep  its 
beeks  in  order,  so  that  we  can  determine 
how  much  borrowing  authority  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  has  from  time 
to  time. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  question  of  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Pi'esident,  I  rise 
to  support  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  stated  that 
he  did  not  think  we  should  consider 
proposed  legislation  without  having 
hearings.  I  wish  to  point  out  to  him 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  testi¬ 
fied,  in  effect,  before  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  on  this  very  bill  and  on  this 
amendment,  because  at  that  time  he 
said  that  the  same  items  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  has  pointed  out 
should  be  included,  were  being  includ«6. 

This  amendment  merely  provides  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agricultui’e  shall  do 
exactly  what  he  said  he  was  going  to  do 
at  the  time  when  he  applied  for  the  $2,- 
000,900,000  additional.  The  amendment 
will  force  him  to  do  what  he  has  not 
always  done  in  the  past. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken].  On  this  question  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
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Senators  who  favor  the  amendment 
will  vote  “yea”  when  their  names  are 
called. 

Senators  who  oppose  the  question,  will 
vote  “nay”  when  their  names  are  called. 

The  Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Graham],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings] 
are  absent  on  pubUc  business. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Bentcn]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  as  a  congres¬ 
sional  adviser  to  the  United  States  dele¬ 
gation  at  the  fifth  session  of  the  general 
conference  of  the  United  Nations  Edu¬ 
cational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organ¬ 
ization  now  being  held  in  Florence,  Italy. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  ,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Con- 
nally],  the  Senators  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Kefauver  and  Mr.  McKellar],  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Green],  and  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  attending  the 
sessions  of  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as  a 
delegate  representing  the  United  States. 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gillette]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Maine  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
“yea.” 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
CoNNALLY],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  McKellar],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas]  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONS’IALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr,  Jenner]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 


The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Millikin],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  ’Vandenberg],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wi¬ 
ley]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Dar¬ 
by]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  for  the 
purpose  of  attending  the  UNESCO  con¬ 
ference  at  Florence,  Italy,  and  is  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maine  would  vote  “yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  detained  on  official  business 
and  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  junior  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Bricker],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Brewster],  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Flanders],  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Kem],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Knowland],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the 
senior  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft], 
and  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Wat¬ 
kins]  are  detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  23, 


nays  29,  as  follows: 

Aiken 

YEAS— 23 

Ecton 

Morse 

Butler 

Ferguson 

Mundt 

Byrd 

Hendrickson 

Saltonstall 

Cain 

Ives 

Thye 

Capehart 

Langer 

Tobey 

Cordon 

Lodge 

Wherry 

Donnell 

Malone 

Williams 

Dworshak 

Martin 

Chapman 

NAYS— 29 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Maybank 

Ellender 

Kilgore 

Neely 

Prear 

Leahy 

Pepper 

Pulbright 

Lehman 

Robertson 

George 

Long 

Russell 

Hayden 

Lucas 

Sparkman 

Hill 

McCarran 

Stennls 

Hoey 

McFarland 

Withers 

Holland 

McMahon 

Young 

Johnson,  Colo.  Magnuson 

NOT  VOTING— 44 

Anderson 

Gurney 

Myers 

Benton 

Hickenlooper 

O’Conor 

Brewster 

Humphrey 

O’Mahoney 

Bricker 

Hunt 

Schoeppel 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Smith,  Maine 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Taft 

Darby 

Kem 

Taylor 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Downey 

Knowland 

Thomas,  Utah 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Flanders 

McClellan 

Vandenberg 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Graham 

Millikin 

Wiley 

Green 

Murray 

So  Mr. 

Aiken’S  amendment  was  re- 

jected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT, 

.  The  bill  is 

open  to  further  amendment. 

If  there 

is  no  further  amendment  to 

be  proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en- 

grossment  of  the  amendment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 


The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  hav¬ 
ing  been  read  the  third  time,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is.  Shall  it  pass? 

EXTENSION  OP  RENT  CONTROL— REPORT 

OP  A  COMMITTEE  (S.  REPT.  NO.  1780) 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  ear¬ 
lier  today  the  Senate  was  generous 
enough  to  permit  me,  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  to  submit  the  report  on  the  rent- 
control  bill,  so  that  is  might  be  printed. 

I  may  say  that  the  hearings  were  com¬ 
pleted  some  time  ago,  and  have  been 
available  to  all  Senators. 

I  wish  to  send  the  report  to  the  desk, 
so  that  it  may  be  available  to  all  Sena¬ 
tors.  The  report  is  based  on  the  hear¬ 
ings. 

The  Senate  was  also  kind  enough  ear¬ 
lier  today  by  unanimous  consent  to  per¬ 
mit  me  to  report  the  so-called  Lucas- 
Myers  bill,  which  I  am  reporting  from 
the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee, 
with  amendments.  The  bill  was  ordered 
by  the  committee,  by  a  vote  of  8  to  5,  to 
be  reported  favorably. 

So,  I  now  report  the  bill  (S.  3181)  to 
extend  for  1  year  the  Housing  and  Rent 
Act  of  1947,  as  amended,  with  amend¬ 
ments;  and  I  submit  a  report  (No.  1780) 
thereon. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  received,  and  the  bill  will  be 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  desire  to  delay  the  Senate.  If 
it  is  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  I 
shall  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record  a  statement  I  have 
prepared  relative  to  the  accounting  poli¬ 
cies  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  and  the  report  which  has  just  been 
submitted  today  to  the  Senate,  along 
with  the  report  of  last  year. 

As  many  Senators  will  remember,  last 
year  I  stated  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
that  I  had  been  advised  that  $350,000,000 
spent  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpor¬ 
ation  coujd  not  be  supported  or  verified. 
A  few  days  later  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  emphatically  denied  that,  and 
said  the  money  had  been  accounted  for. 
About  5  days  after  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  made  that  statement,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  reported  that  $366,000,- 
000 -plus  had  not  been  accounted  for  and 
could  not  be  accounted  for  as  of  that 
time.  That  was  on  March  31, 1950. 

Since  that  time  many  statements  have 
been  made  both  ways,  some  of  them  in 
an  endeavor  to  whitewash  the  matter 
or  to  say  that  the  money  had  been  ac¬ 
counted  for. 

Yesterday  there  was  submitted  to  the 
Senate  a  preliminary  report  for  the  years 
1946  and  1947,  and  this  afternoon  the 
reports  for  those  years  in  their  entirety 
were  submitted  to  the  Senate. 

The  report  submitted  this  afternoon  - 
shows  that  there  is  $96, 000,000-plus,  out 
of  the  $366,000,000,  which  cannot  be 
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accounted  for  at  this  time.  The  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  in  his  report,  has  stated 
that  in  the  absence  of  any  records,  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  chance,  as  he 
sees  it,  of  reconstructing  those  records, 
he  thinks  the  Senate  and  the  country 
had  just  as  well  forget  the  $366,000,000, 
as  soon  as  possible.  He  does  not  think 
that  any  worth-while  purpose  can  be 
served. 

I  have  a  chronological  history  of  this 
entire  procedure  in  a  report.  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  present  it  to  the  Senate,  if  there 
is  any  controversy  over  it  or  any  mis¬ 
understanding,  but  it  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  now  that  it  is  accepted  by  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  that  as  to  the 
accounts  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  as  of  June  30,  1947,  the  report 
which  is  being  submitted  to  the  Senate 
shows  that  of  the  $366,000,000  there  is 
$96,000,000  for  which  there  will  be  no 
accounting. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  understand  there 
Is  no  objection  to  allowing  that  record 
to  stand.  In  this  regard,  I  may  say  that 
during  the  past  12  months  I  have  been 
doing  quite  a  little  research.  I  have  un¬ 
covered  12  or  15  errors.  We  collected 
back  money  on  12  of  them,  as  I  recall  the 
number,  which  were  of  6  or  7  years’ 
standing.  This  clearly  Indicates  that  if 
the  proper  auditors  had  examined  the 
books  of  this  corporation  in  time,  a  very 
large  part  of  this  money  could  have  been 
recovered.  It  is  rather  significant  that 
in  one  instance  I  discovered  an  error  of 
$45,000,  for  which  no  inventory  could 
be  found.  When  we  traced  it  down, 
after  considerable  wrankling,  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  get  the  records,  we  found  that 
the  $45,000  represented  a  shipment  of 
canned  meat,  sent  to  New  York,  which 
had  never  been  delivered  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  took  an  auditor  but  48  hours 
after  he  was  assigned  to  the  task  to  make 
the  necessary  contacts  and  to  recover 
this  money.  We  found  duplicate  pay¬ 
ments  and  many  other  errors,  which  are 
listed,  all  of  them.  This  history,  as  far 
as  I  have  been  able  to  reconstruct  it  from 
the  files,  is  in  this  report. 

I  should  prefer  not  to  delay  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  If  I  tmderstand  It  Is  to  be  accepted 
without  challenge,  I  shall  ask  that  it  be 
inserted  in  the  body  of  the  Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
asks  unanimous  consent  that  the  matter 
to  which  he  has  referred  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  asking  that  it 
be  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

(The  material  appears  in  the  remarks 
subsequently  delivered  by  Mr.  Williams.) 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
question  of  the  acceptance  of  the  report 
for  the  Record,  I  want  it  to  be  made  very 
clear  that  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  have  from 
time  to  time  insisted  upon  the  cleaning 
up  of  this  particular  matter,  and  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  Florida  has  been 
particularly  insistent  on  that  course; 
that  we  have  not  had  a  chance  to  see 
that  report,  and  that  by  no  means,  would 


we  want  the  Record  to  indicate  that  we 
accept,  without  question,  every  item  that 
is  in  it.  We  have  not  seen  it.  I  have  no 
objection  at  all  to  the  Senator’s  putting 
the  report  in  the  Record,  but  I  would  not 
want  his  words  to  appear  to  have  the 
meaning  that  members  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
are  accepting  it  as  a  true  statement  of 
what  we  are  going  to  have  to  charge  off, 
because  I  do  not  know  whether  that  is 
the  case. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agricultm-e  and  Forestry 
will  remember  that  I  appeared  before 
them  in  March  or  April  of  this  year  and 
told  them  that,  so  far  as  I  was  concerned, 
before  the  Senate  acted  on  this  bill, 
those  books  were  going  to  be  submitted 
to  the  Congress.  I  received  those  books 
this  afternoon,  showing  what  I  have  just 
said.  If  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
not  had  the  opportunity  of  reading  this 
report,  he  perhaps  does  not  want  it  to 
go  into  the  Record.  But  the  bill  is  not 
going  to  be  voted  on  until  it  is  in  the 
Record.  It  is  either  going  to  be  ac¬ 
cepted  for  the  Record,  or  I  am  going  to 
read  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  It 
makes  no  difference  to  me  which. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
will  state  to  the  Senator  that  consent 
was  given  that  the  matter  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  But,  Mr.  President, 
I  am  not  merely  trying  to  get  it  into  the 
Record.  If  there  is  any  doubt  in  the 
mind  of  anyone  as  to  the  facts  concern¬ 
ing  the  books  of  this  Corporation,  we  are 
going  to  settle  it  right  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
cannot  ask  the  Senate  to  accept  it  as  a 
matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  not  asking  the 
Senate  to  accept  it  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
but  since  there  is  a  doubt  in  the  mind 
of  one  of  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  I  shall  pro¬ 
ceed  to  deliver  the  speech.  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  whether  he  wants 
to  stay  here  tonight,  or  whether  he  wants 
to  carry  this  over  imtil  tomorrow? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  desires  to  finish  the  bill  tonight. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  all  right 
with  me.  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
has  suggested  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 
The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names : 


Aiken 

Hill 

Martin 

Brlcker 

Hoey 

Maybank 

Butler 

Holland 

Morse 

Byrd 

,  Ives 

Mundt 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Neely 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Kilgore 

Russell 

Cordon 

Langer 

Saltonstall 

Donnell 

Leahy 

Sparkman 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Btennls 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Thye 

Ellender 

Long 

Watkins 

Ferguson 

Lucas 

Wherry 

Prear 

McCarran, 

Williams 

Pulbrlght 

McFarland 

Withers 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Young 

Hendrickson 

Malone 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
pr0S©iit/ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  say  in  the  beginning  that 
I  do  not  have  any  desire  unduly  to  delay 
the  Senate.  I  hesitate  to  speak  this  late 
in  the  evening.  I  was  hoping  that  I 
might  Insert  the  report  In  the  Record, 
but  as  I  understand  the  position  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  he 
wants  to  know  what  is  going  into  the 
Record.  I  think  all  Senators  should 
know  what  is  going  into  the  Record,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  view  of  the  fact - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  want  to  make  It 
clear  again  that  I  do  not  have  the  slight¬ 
est  objection  to  the  insertion  of  the  docu¬ 
ments  Into  the  Record.  What  I  have 
objection  to  is  having  them  inserted  with 
the  statement  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  that  they  must  be  accepted  as  a 
true  and  accurate  statement  of  the  situ¬ 
ation  as  it  exists,  when  Senators  have 
not  seen  the  documents  which  came  In 
only  last  night.  It  was  the  condition  of 
the  admission  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Florida  objected.  I  have  no  objection 
whatever  to  the  Insertion  of  the  docu¬ 
ments  in  the  Record  as  being  what  they 
purport  to  be,  but  I  do  not  propose  to 
accept  them  and  be  bound  by  them,  and 
I  am  sure  no  other  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
would  accept  it  subject  to  such  condi¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
spect  the  position  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida.  I  do  not  expect  him  to  sub¬ 
scribe  to  anything  he  has  not  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  see,  although  he  is  slightly 
mistaken.  If  I  remember  correctly  when 
I  appeared  before  the  committee  in  Feb¬ 
ruary  or  early  March,  the  Senator  from 
Florida  said  he  thought  my  request  for 
the  books  of  the  Corporation  was  in  or¬ 
der,  and  I  think  I  am  correct  in  saying 
that  he  made  the  motion,  seconded  by 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An¬ 
derson]  that  the  books  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress  before  we  were  asked  to 
vote.  I  think  I  am  correct  in  that  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  Senator  from  Florida  felt  that 
the  wartime  disparity  should  be  cleared 
up.  The  Senator  from  Florida  insisted 
that  the  audits  being  made  by  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office  be  brought  up  to 
date.  The  office  was  quite  a  number  of 
years  behind,  and  it  was  brought  out  yes¬ 
terday  that  the  General  Accounting 
Office  had  completed  its  work  and  had 
submitted  the  audits,  as  the  Senator 
from  Florida  now  recalls,  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  that  Depart¬ 
ment  had  not  had  time  to  check.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  are  together  on  this  one 
point,  that  we  both  felt  that  the  whole 
matter  should  be  cleared  up  so  that  we 
would  have  the  exact  facts.  I  am  glad 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  states 
that  it  is  his  feeling,  as  it  is  mine,  that 
none  of  us  should  accept  or  be  bound  by 
the  statement  which  came  in  last  night. 
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as  I  understand,  or  perhaps  this  morn¬ 
ing,  and  which  no  Senator  has  seen  un¬ 
less  it  be  that  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
has  had  an  opportunity  to  examine  It 
today. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  complete  audit¬ 
ed  report  came  in  last  night  and  was 
laid  before  the  Senate  by  the  Chair  this 
afternoon.  However,  the  statement 
which  I  made  was  naturally  not  prepared 
from  the  report.  It  was  prepared  from  a 
summary  of  the  report  which  was  given 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  in  advance.  It  was  sent  to  that 
committee  by  the  Honorable  Lindsay  C. 
Warren  under  date  of  March  31,  1950, 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  had 
access  to  it  for  the  past  2  Va  months,  if  he 
had  seen  fit  to  read  it.  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  has  seen  it.  That  is  beside 
the  point.  But  the  report  which  came 
from  the  Comptroller  General,  the  pre¬ 
liminary  report,  a  copy  of  which  is  on  my 
desk,  dated  March  31,  1950,  addressed  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  states  that 
of  the  $366,000,000  which  he  reported  to 
Congress  on  March  30,  last  year,  as  be¬ 
ing  unable  to  account  for,  there  is  $96,- 
000,000,  to  be  exact,  $96,440,497,  which 
he  had  to  subtract  from  the  over-all  ac¬ 
counts  on  June  30, 1947,  in  order  to  make 
the  books  balance. 

That  report  has  been  in  the  hands  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  for  2^4  months.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  is  a  member  of  that  committee. 
When  I  ask  to  Insert  this  in  the  Record, 
I  am  not  asking  to  insert  something 
which  has  not  been  available  to  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry.  I  felt  sure  that  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  meant  what  they  said, 
that  they  were  going  to  try  to  get  these 
reports  from  the  Comptroller  General. 
Surely  I  had  every  reason  to  believe  that 
after  they  got  the  reports  they  would 
read  them. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  feels  that  in  justice  to  those  Sen¬ 
ators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  are 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  it  should  be  stated  that 
there  are  two  different  accountings  be¬ 
ing  made  in  this  rather  diflQcult  situa¬ 
tion  of  checking  up  on  the  wartime  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  One  is  an  audit  by  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office.  After  that  is 
completed  for  each  year  it  is  submitted 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
checking.  The  Senator  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect  in  his  feeling  that  the  whole  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  particularly  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson], 
who  is  not  here  today,  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida,  were  insistent  upon  this 
matter  being  cleaned  up.  So  far  as  the 
Senator  from  Florida  is  advised  up  to  this 
moment,  the  check  of  the  audits  for  the 
last  several  years,  that  is,  the  check  of 
the  audits  made  by  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office,  which  check  was  being 
made  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 


tion,  has  not  been  completed  and  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  If  it  has  been  so  completed 
and  reported,  it  has  not  been  reported  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  know  how 
much  the  Senator  from  Florida  knows 
about  what  is  going  on  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  a  fact  that  such  a  report  was 
received.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  inserted  in  the  Record 
a  copy  of  the  preliminary  report  which 
was  received  by  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry.  So  I  know  that 
the  members  of  the  committee  received 
it.  The  reports  were  inserted  yesterday 
and  they  covered  not  only  a  copy  of  the 
report  from  the  Comptroller  General 
with  reference  to  the  $96,000,000,  but 
also  a  report  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Both  the  report  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  report  from  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  in  compliance 
with  the  request  under  the  motion  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Florida  himself, 
have  been  in  the  hands  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  for  9 
weeks.  So  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  should  not  be  familiar 
with  it.  If  they  are  not,  it  is  all  the  more 
reason  why  this  speech  should  be  made. 
I  think  it  is  time  that  Members  of  the 
Senate,  and  particularly  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  be  made  acquainted  with  the  facts. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
had  a  considerable  amount  of  other  work 
to  do,  and  I  can  see  how  he  would  not 
pay  as  much  attention  to  this  matter 
as  I  have  been  paying,  because  I  have 
been  a  little  bit  more  concerned  about 
this  particular  project.  However,  I  still 
think  that  it  is  important  that  this  re¬ 
port  be  placed  in  the  Record  so  as  to 
settle  once  and  for  aU,  so  far  as  the 
country  is  concerned,  whether  this 
money  has  been  accounted  for. 

As  I  said,  in  the  beginning  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  denied  completely 
that  there  was  any  amount  of  money  un¬ 
accounted  for.  The  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  put  the  letter  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  the  Record  last  March.  I 
do  not  criticize  that.  He  had  every 
right  to  expect  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  know  what  he  was  talking 
about.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
under  date  of  March  31,  1950,  sent  a  let¬ 
ter  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  in  which  he  said,  in  effect,  “We 
have  found  all  but  $96,000,000.” 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  expect  every  member  of  a  com¬ 
mittee  to  be  fully  informed  as  to  all  cor¬ 
respondence  which  the  committee  re¬ 
ceives? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No.  I  do  not  say 
that  as  any  criticism  of  any  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  I  feel  that  if  they  do  not  know 
the  facts,  I  have  no  alternative  but  to  go 


on  with  the  address.  Many  people  in  the 
country  are  wondering  whether  I  was  all 
wet  last  year  when  I  said  that  there  was 
$366,000,000  unaccounted  for.  I  did  not 
make  any  charge  that  there  were  any 
shortages.  I  do  not  make  any  such 
charges  now.  I  do  not  know.  Con¬ 
ceivably,  if  the  books  were  reconstructed, 
as  the  Comptroller  General  pointed  out 
and  as  I  pointed  out  yesterday,  by  a 
stretch  of  the  imagination  every  dollar 
could  be  found  to  be  in  line.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  one  were  of  a  somewhat 
suspicious  nature,  he  could  say  that  the 
$96,000,000  was  gone. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  would  be  inclined  to 
agree  with  the  Senator’s  statement,  but 
certainly  I  think  it  is  unreasonable  to  ask 
every  member  of  the  committee  to  agree 
with  a  report  which  he  has  not  seen. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  fully  agree  with 
that.  Had  I  known  that  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Agricultvre  and 
Forestry  were  not  familiar  with  it,  I 
would  not  have  made  the  request  tonight. 
I  had  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  and 
I  told  him  that  I  would  make  the  request. 
Perhaps  I  made  the  mistake  of  not  going 
to  each  member  of  the  committee.  How¬ 
ever,  I  thought  they  knew  about  it.  If 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  wishes  to  carry 
the  matter  over  until  tomorrow  morning, 
I  am  willing  to  give  a  copy  of  the  report 
to  each  member  of  the  committee  and  let 
them  look  it  over. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  merely  wanted  to  make 
the  announcement  that  it  is  important 
that  Senators  remain  in  the  Chamber, 
because  if  there  is  a  quorum  call  at  the 
end  of  the  Senator’s  address  we  shall 
be  compelled  to  get  a  quorum. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr,  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  ask  the  Senator  a  question. 
Regardless  of  whether  or  not  I  was  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  it  would  seem  to  me  to 
be  entirely  appropriate  and  desirable, 
before  I  voted  on  a  bill  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  by  $2,000,000,000, 
that  I  should  know  whether  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  had  satis¬ 
factorily  explained  this  $366,000,000 
item.  Does  not  the  Senator  agree  that 
whether  or  not  a  Senator  is  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  it  is  appropriate  and  desirable 
that  he  have  that  Information  before 
he  casts  his  vote  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  it  is.  The 
Senator  from  Missouri  joined  me  last 
year  on  a  motion  to  have  an  appropriate 
committee  make  a  check  into  this  and 
other  Government  corporations. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Would  the  Senator 
not  consider  that  we  would  at  least  be 
subject  to  the  criticism  of  being  derelict 
in  our  duty,  whether  or  not  we  were 
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members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  if  we  voted  to  increase 
the  borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  by  $2,000,000,000 
without  knowing  whether  or  not  this 
$366,000,000  item  has  been  cleared  up? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  that  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  shall  not  read  the  entire  report. 
I  should  like  to  read  one  paragraph  of 
the  report.  It  comes  from  the  report 
which  the  Vice  President  handed  down  a 
few  minutes  ago.  The  report  points  out 
that  during  the  past  12  months  they 
have  accounted  for  all  of  the  $366,000,- 
000  except  $96,000,000.  The  Comptroller 
General  has  pointed  out  that,  it  was 
.necessary  to  deduct  from  the  over-all 
accounts  receivable  $96,000,000  in  order 
to  balance  the  books.  Even  then  the 
Comptroller  General  did  not  say  that  he 
knew  he  had  the  answer. 

The  report  states: 

Because  of  accounting  and  record-keeping 
deficiencies.  Including  delays  in  recording 
current  transactions  and  in  correcting  er¬ 
rors  and  other  deficiencies  in  transactions 
applicable  to  prior  periods,  the  accuracy  of 
the  amounts  shown  as  the  total  net  losses, 
and  the  amounts  shown  as  the  gain  or  loss  on 
Individual  commodity  programs  and  groups 
of  programs  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1946 
and  1947,  is  impaired  to  an  extent  not  fully 
determined. 

It  is  further  said  that  the  report  is 
sent  more  or  less  as  the  best  they  can 
submit,  but  they  do  not  vouch  for  its 
accuracy. 

I  think  it  is  time  we  tell  these  corpora¬ 
tions  that  we  expect  them  to  account  for 
their  money. 

Those  paragraphs  are  from  page  142 
of  the  Comptroller’s  report,  which  was 
just  handed  down  this  afternoon  by  the 
Vice  President.  The  report  covers  the 
period  of  the  fiscal  years  1946  and  1947. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  if  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  this 
afternoon,  to  improve  the  bookkeeping 
of  the  organization,  would  have  in  the 
future  answered  the  criticism  now  being 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  I  do  not  think 
so.  It  would  have  helped  a  great  deal. 
Does  the  Senator  refer  to  the  last 
amendment? 

Ml’.  MALONE.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  last  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  would  merely  have  made  it  com¬ 
pulsory  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  do  what  he  told  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  in  making  his 
application  for  this  authority,  he  was 
doing.  It  would  merely  spell  out  in  the 
law  that  which  he  said  he  was  going 
to  do. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Repeating,  first,  one 
thing,  and  asking  the  Senator  to  remem¬ 
ber  it,  the  Senator  from  Florida,  and 
every  other  member  of  the  Committee 


on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  who  is  pres¬ 
ent,  has  no  objection  whatever  to  the 
placing  in  the  Record  of  all  the  docu¬ 
ments  to  which  the  Senator  refers.  I 
think  the  Senate  is  entitled  to  have  them, 
the  public  is  entitled  to  them,  certainly 
we  have  no  objection  to  their  inclusion. 

What  we  do  object  to  is  anything  in 
the  nature  of  a  condition  as  imposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Delaware,  which  would 
make  it  appear  that  the  members  of 
the  committee  are  acceding  to  the  state¬ 
ment  of  account  as  being  true  and  the 
best  statement  that  can  be  made,  or  as 
clearing  up  the  situation  to  which  we 
have  been  addressing  ourselves  dili¬ 
gently  for  a  period  of  months. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senate  and  to  the 
Senator  that  if  the  Senator  is  seeking 
to  create  the  impression  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  a  rubber  stamp  com¬ 
mittee  which  has  acceded  to  everything 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
wanted,  the  Senator  is  obviously  over¬ 
looking  the  fact  that  the  committee  has 
not  taken  that  position,  but  has  refused 
to  approve  the  Brannan  plan,  has  re¬ 
fused  to  go  along  on  the  Irish  potato 
program  that  was  suggested,  has  in¬ 
sisted  upon  clearing  up  the  functioning 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
insofar  as  the  bylaws  affecting  charge- 
offs  or  allowance  of  claims  are  concerned, 
and  has  in  many  other  particulars  taken 
positions  which  were  completely  inde¬ 
pendent,  and  were  addressed  to  the  very 
objectives  the  Senator  is  now  discuss¬ 
ing,  namely,  getting  in  as  nearly  perfect 
condition  as  we  could  the  past  picture 
of  operations,  and  the  present  program 
of  operations,  so  that  the  corporation 
may  be  operated  in  a  way  that  cannot 
be  properly  criticized. 

I  believe  that  the  Senator  should,  in 
candor,  state  that  the  committee,  each 
time  he  has  appeared,  backed  him  up  in 
his  insistence  that  the  difference  in  au¬ 
diting  between  the  General  Accounting 
Office  and  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  be  cleared  up  and  be  brought  to  a 
conclusion,  so  that  we  could  see  clearly 
what  was  happening  and  what  had  hap¬ 
pened. 

In  closing,  let  me  say  again  that  no 
member  of  the  committee  objects  to  the 
inclusion  of  every  one  of  the  documents 
to  which  the  Senator  has  referred,  but 
we  do  all  object  to  any  conclusion  or  any 
assumption  to  the  effect  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  admits  and  accedes  that  the  state¬ 
ment  sent  in  js  the  best  showing  that 
can  be  made,  and  is  the  true  and  final 
account  and  that  we  are  satisfied  with 
charging  off  $96,000,000,  when  no  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee  has  taken  any  such 
position. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  asking  the  Senator  from  Florida  or 
any  other  Senator  to  agree  to  anything. 
If  in  this  report  I  make  any  statement 
that  is  wrong,  I  wish  the  Senator  would 
correct  me,  because  I  think  this  is  the 
time  to  get  the  matter  cleared  up. 

I  had  assumed  that  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  was  familiar 
with  the  report,  because  I  knew  they 
took  interest  enough  in  it  to  ask  for  it 
from  the  Comptroller  General,  and  I  had 
every  right  to  believe  they  would  read 
it  when  it  came  to  the  Senate.  It  was 
from  this  same  committee,  after  I  ap¬ 


peared  there,  that  there  came  the  notice 
to  the  effect  that  everything  was  cleared 
up  and  everything  was  lovely.  It  devel¬ 
oped  later  that  everything  was  not 
lovely,  and  that  we  lack  $96,000,000,  and 
I  wapt  to  straighten  that  out  here  to¬ 
night. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  past  year 
there  has  been  considerable  controversy 
regarding  the  question  of  the  bookkeep¬ 
ing  policies  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation - 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  From  what  is  the 
Senator  reading  now? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  merely  trying 
to  review  briefly  the  history,  and  most  of 
my  statement  is  taken  from  the  report. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  merely  trying 
to  review  the  record,  as  briefly  as  pos¬ 
sible.  I  do  not  think  it  will  take  very 
long,  but  I  want  to  review  it  in  order  that 
the  members  of  the  committee  and  of  the 
Senate  may  understand  exactly  what  is 
going  on  in  this  agency,  because  everyone 
seems  to  be  taking  the  attitude  that  this 
is  the  end  of  the  matter,  and  that  they 
cannot  find  more  of  this  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat,  during  the 
past  year  there  has  been  considerable 
controversy  regarding  the  question  of 
the  bookkeeping  policies  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  particularly 
regarding  the  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
had  given  proper  accounting  for  the 
billions  spent  during  the  wartime  period. 

On  March  25,  1949,  I  made  the  state¬ 
ment  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  I 
had  received  information  to  the  effect 
that  if  the  books  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  the  period  ended 
June  30,  1945,  were  examined,  we  would 
find  over  $350,000,000  listed  as  unac¬ 
counted  for. 

On  March  29,  1949,  4  days  following 
my  statement,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Mr.  Charles  F.  Brannan,  issued  a 
denial  and  stated  that  “the  $350,000,000 
was  accounted  for.” 

On  the  same  date  Mr.  Brannan  fur¬ 
ther  stated,  in  a  letter,  which  was  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Congressional  Record  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas!  : 

Senator  Williams  is  now,  therefore,  bring¬ 
ing  up  -  matters  which  have  already  been 
thoroughly  investigated  and  on  which  full 
corrective  action  has  already  been  taken,  and 
they  were  thoroughly  covered  in  investiga¬ 
tions  conducted  by  Judge  Tarver  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  50  in  the  spring  of  1945. 

As  I  have  said,  that  statement  was  put 
into  the  Record  by  the  majority  leader. 

Presumably  the  Senate  had  every 
right  to  expect  that  that  statement  had 
some  degree  of  accuracy  in  it,  coming 
from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Yet 
today  we  find  that,  instead  of  this  cover¬ 
ing  the  situation  which  was  investigated 
in  1945,  the  Comptroller  General  in  the 
report  today  says  that  for  the  past  12 
months  he  has  been  reviewing  this  case, 
and  of  the  $366,000,000  unaccounted  for 
at  that  time,  he  had  found  all  but 
$96,000,000.  As  I  have  said,  since  that 
time  numerous  conflicting  statements 
have  been  made  by  responsible  officials, 
first  admitting  and  then  denying  that 
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the  books  were  in  disorder  or  that  sub¬ 
stantial  amounts  had  not  been  accounted 
for,  until  today  no  one  except  those  who 
have  followed  the  case  very  closely  know 
just  what  has  happened. 

I  believe  that  statement  Is  borne  out 
by  the  fact  that  here  tonight  several 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
tui'e  and  Forestry  stood  up  and  admitted 
that  they  did  not  know  what  had  hap¬ 
pened. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  The  books  about 
which  the  Senator  is  talking  are  the 
books  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion;  are  they  not? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  They  are,  as  audited 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States. 

I  now  check  back  through  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General’s  statement,  in  which  he 
said  that  this  matter  had  been  investi¬ 
gated  in  1945.  I  checked  the  records 
back  and  found  that  in  December  1944 
the  Subcommittee  on  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  Appropriations  received  infor¬ 
mation  indicating  possible  mismanage¬ 
ment  and  waste  of  public  funds  in  the 
War  Food  Administration,  which  was  the 
name  of  the  agency  under  which  the 
functions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  were  conducted  during  the  war. 
Subsequently,  following  the  passage  of 
House  Resolution  50  on  January  8,  1945, 
an  investigation  of  the  activities  of  this 
Corporation  was  authorized.  Congress¬ 
man  Tarver,  of  Georgia,  was  chairman 
of  this  subcommittee. 

On  June  27,  1945,  this  subcommittee 
Investigating  the  Corporation  submitted 
a  report  to  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives — House  Report  No.  816  of  the 
Seventy-ninth  Congress.  This  is  the 
same  report  to  which  Mr.  Brannan  re¬ 
ferred  in  his  statement  of  March  29, 1949, 
at  which  time  he  indicated  that  the  in¬ 
vestigators  were  fully  satisfied  with  the 
operations  of  the  Corporation.  As  evi¬ 
dence  of  just  how  satisfied  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  in  1945  under  Judge  Tarver  con¬ 
sidered  the  operations  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation,  I  read  one  paragraph 
from  this  report,  which  can  be  found  on 
page  13,  in  the  conclusion  of  the  report. 
This  is  the  report  made  by  Judge  Tarver’s 
committee,  and  a  report  which  Mr.  Bran- 
nan  said  completely  exonerated  the  War 
Food  Corporation  or  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  of  any  mismanage¬ 
ment.  I  read: 

It  Is  Impossible  for  all  of  the  deficiencies 
In  the  operation  of  the  WFA  to  be  justified 
upon  the  basis  of  the  magnitude  of  the  over¬ 
all  operations.  Many  of  them  have  been 
deficiencies  of  the  type  which  should  have 
at  once  required  the  most  diligent  efforts 
for  their  correction  on  the  part  of  the  super¬ 
visory  officials  as  soon  as  they  were  called 
to  their  attention,  whatever  the  magnitude 
of  the  operations.  We  appreciate  the  fact 
that  the  WFA  has  Indeed  been  faced  with 
tremendous  problems  and  we  feel  that  the 
pride  expressed  by  Judge  Marvin  Jones,  pres¬ 
ent  Administrator,  In  the  course  of  the  hear¬ 
ings,  that  no  ship  has  had  to  sail  without  the 
requested  food  aboard  and  that,  generally 
speaking,  all  commitments  made  by  the  WFA 
for  delivery  of  commodities  under  the  lend- 
lease  program  have  been  met,  is  thoroughly 


Justified.  WFA  has  met  a  national  need 
In  a  period  of  extreme  emergency  and  the 
over-all  result  has  been  one  of  which  the 
people  of  this  country  have  the  right  to  be 
proud.  The  committee  does  feel,  however, 
that  these  facts  do  not  excuse  errors  In  ad¬ 
ministration  which  were  avoidable  or  which, 
if  unavoidable,  could  have  been  corrected  and 
were  not  corrected  after  proper  notice  of  their 
existence  had  reached  those  who  were  In 
position  to  bring  about  corrective  action. 
There  appears  to  be  no  logical  reason  why 
more  accurate  records  of  WFA  could  not 
have  been  kept  nor  why  the  commitments 
of  WFA  could  not  have  been  met  as  readily 
or  perhaps  more  readily  if  this  had  been 
done.  The  committee  realizes  that  It  was 
difficult  to  organize  the  regular  flow  of  com¬ 
modities  to  shipside  due  to  the  Irregularity 
of  ship  schedules  but  there  appears  to  be  no 
logical  reason  for  inefficiencies  In  adniinistra- 
tlon  which  have  resulted  in  some  cases  In 
commodities  which  are  In  demand  in  the 
civilian  market  remaining  in  storage  until 
they  reached  such  a  deteriorate^  condition 
that  they  are  unfit  for  human  consumption. 

I  may  point  out  that  in  the  same  re¬ 
port  Judge  Tarver’s  committee  criticized 
very  seriously  the  fact  that  there  were 
men  of  irresponsible  character  holding 
office.  The  report  pointed  out  how  in  one 
instance  an  embezzler,  a  man  who  had 
been  convicted  at  least  twice  of  embez¬ 
zlement,  was  holding  a  responsible  posi¬ 
tion,  and  that  he  had  received  three  dif¬ 
ferent  promotions  after  that  fact  had 
been  called  to  the  attention  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration.  Instead  of  firing  him,  they 
promoted  him  three  different  times. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  I  have  no  desire  to  inter¬ 
fere  unduly  with  the  continuity  of  his 
speech,  but  I  should  like  to  ask  him  a 
question.  The  Senator  made  mention 
earlier  this  evening  of  an  instance  of 
two  carloads  of  grain  having  been  billed 
to  the  Government,  and  $45,000  col¬ 
lected,  as  I  understood,  for  those  two  car¬ 
loads,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact  the  two 
carloads  were  never  received  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Does  the  Senator  propose  to 
tell  us  how  that  happened,  and  whether 
or  not  any  suit  was  necessary  to  get  back 
the  money? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  have  all  the  facts 
with  reference  to  that  matter  in  the  re¬ 
port  which  I  intended  to  insert  in  the 
Record;  It  was  two  carloads  of  canned 
meat  instead  of  grain,  and  the  canned 
meat  was  shipped  from  Buffalo,  N.  Y. 
The  shipment  was  carried  on  the  books 
of  the  Corporation  as  two  carloads  of 
canned  meat  which  had  been  shipped  to 
Russia.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to  under¬ 
stand  why  the  transaction  was  not  fol¬ 
lowed  through.  Upon  writing  to  the  De¬ 
partment  about  the  matter,  I  was  told 
they  would  be  unable  to  reconstruct  the 
files,  that  It  would  be  too  expensive.  I 
told  them  I  was  very  suspicious  of  that 
item.  I  insisted  on  an  investigation  be¬ 
ing  made  of  it.  After  a  little  correspon¬ 
dence  I  told  them  I  would  be  forced  to 
take  other  steps  if  they  could  not  at  least 
check  this  case.  I  received  a  letter  from 
them  that  the  money  had  been  paid. 
When  I  checked  Into  the  matter  of  when 
the  money  had  been  paid  it  seemed  that 
it  had  been  paid  in  1948,  after  my  last 
letter  went  to  the  Department,  in  which 


I  told  them  I  would  not  take  “No”  for  an 
answer  and  that  I  expected  them  to  give 
me  complete  details. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Did  the  Senator 
ascertain  whether  or  not  any  inquiry  was 
made  by  the  Government  officials  as  to 
whether  the  acquisition  of  the  $45,000 
by  these  parties  was  criminal  in  nature, 
or  unintentional,  or  negligent,  or  just 
what  was  the  explanation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  not  a  lawyer, 
and  I  do  not  know,  but  from  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  case  it  locked  to  me 
simply  like  a  very  slip-shod  bookkeeping 
system.  I  think  it  was  a  case  where  the 
Corporation  had  bought  two  carloads  of 
canned  meat.  It  seems  they  were  doing 
quite  a  little  business  with  these  com¬ 
panies.  They  overpaid  them  for  two 
carloads  which  were  not  delivered.  The 
Corporation  carried  the  item  on  one  side 
of  the  books  for  a  while,  and  then  on  the 
other  side  of  the  books,  and  the  transac¬ 
tion  was  closed  out.  The  case  was  7  years 
old  at  the  time  I  found  it.  It  certainly 
must  have  been  felt  that  the  money  was 
owing,  although  a  7-year-old  claim  could 
not  ordinarily  be  collected.  If  any 
criminal  charges  could  at  one  time  pos¬ 
sibly  have  been  brought,  they  could  not 
be  brought  at  this  time,  because  the  case 
is  too  old. 

That  is  why  I  say,  Mr.  President,  we 
are  negligent  in  our  duty  in  not  insisting 
upon  the  books  being  brought  before  us. 
On  transactions  which  occurred  in  1946 
or  1947  we  cannot  collect  the  money  un¬ 
less  those  who  owe  the  money  see  fit 
to  pay  it.  It  would  be  much  easier  to 
straighten  out  the  books  if  they  were 
brought  in  when  they  are  supposed  to  be. 

From  this  statement  it  is  evident  that 
the  committee  conducting  the  investiga¬ 
tion  in  1945  under  Judge  Tarver  was  far 
from  satisfied  as  to  the  operations  of  this 
corporation. 

On  February  24,  1945,  Congress  passed 
Public  Law  4  of  the  Seventy-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  known  as  the  Byrd-Butler  Act, 
which  instructed  the  General  Accounting 
Office  to  audit  i.ll  Government  corpora¬ 
tions,  including  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  and  render  a  report  of  its 
findings  to  the  Congress  at  the  earliest 
date  possible,  with  further  instructions 
to  the  General  Accounting  Office  that 
such  audit  be  made  of  every  Government 
corporation  at  the  close  of  each  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  and  that  the  report 
of  their  audit  should  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress  no'  later  than  January  15 
following  the  close  of  each  fiscal  year. 

In  other  words,  the  1949  books  have 
been  overdue  since  last  January.  The 
1948  books  were  due  a  year  ago.  The 
books  which  we  have  here  today  were 
under  the  law  supposed  to  have  been 
submitted  to  the  Congress  3  or  4 
years  ago.  Other  Senators  know  as  well 
as  I  do  that  every  American  citizen  must 
render  a  report  to  the  Government  on 
March  15  of  each  year  as  to  his  income, 
and  give  Uncle  Sam  his  share  of  that  in¬ 
come.  Picture  Uncle  Sam  letting  a  man 
who  fails  to  report  for  4  or  5  years 
go  free  of  payment  of  his  income  tax 
simply  because  he  tells  Uncle  Sam,  “I 
have  lost  some  records,  and  I  am  trying 
to  get  them  straightened  out.  I  lost  $96,- 
000,000  somewhere,  but  do  not  worry;  if 
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I  had  the  records  they  would  be  good.” 
Yet,  that  is  exactly  what  Congress  is 
doing  with  respect  to  this  Government 
corporation.  We  passed  a  law  providing 
that  they  must  submit  the  books  once  a 
year.  We  are  not  requiring  them  to  do 
so.  We  let  them  get  away  with  it.  We 
know  the  books  are  in  bad  shape.  We 
pay  the  General  Accounting  Office  to 
audit  the  books.  We  receive  such  audits, 
but  half  the  time  we  do  not  read  them. 
We  must  take  steps  to  remedy  this  con¬ 
dition. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  glad  to  have  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  interrupt  me.  Any 
time  any  Senator  desires  to  interrupt 
my  statement  I  wish  he  would  do  so. 
Now  is  the  time  to  ask  questions,  to  have 
matters  cleared  up.  If  Senators  do  not 
ask  questions  I  assume  that  those  who 
are  listening  are  accepting  my  state¬ 
ment  without  challenge. 

During  the  early  part  of  1949  it  was 
called  to  my  attention  that  if  and  when 
the  audit  report  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  were  examined  by  the 
Congress  w’e  would  find  that  it  would 
contain  the  charge  that  over  $350,000,000 
was  unaccounted  for.  I  was  greatly  con¬ 
cerned  with  this  information,  and  upon 
investigation  was  very  much  surprised  to 
find  the  audit  reports  from  the  General 
Accounting  Office  on  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  either  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1945,  or  for  any  of  the 
subsequent  years  up  to  that  period,  had 
not  as  of  that  date  been  submitted  to  the 
Congress,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
nearly  4  years  had  elapsed  since  the  pass¬ 
age  of  the  Byrd-Butler  Act,  which  re¬ 
quires  that  those  books  be  delivered  to 
Congress. 

Failing  to  obtain  any  definite  informa¬ 
tion  as  to  when  such  a  report  would  be 
made  available  to  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  in  view  of  the  alarming  rumors 
that  if  and  when  such  a  report  would  be 
made  available  that  it  would  contain 
rather  serious  charges  of  loose  book¬ 
keeping  as  well  as  the  charge  that  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  were  unaccounted  for,  I 
felt  that  I  had  no  alternative  other  than 
to  report  to  the  Congress  my  suspicions 
and  request  that  Congress  pass  a  resolu¬ 
tion  providing  that  these  books  be  sub¬ 
mitted  forthwith. 

Therefore,  on  March  25,  1949,  I  made 
a  report  to  the  Senate  outlining  the  in¬ 
formation  which  I  had  received  and  at 
that  time  introduced  a  resolution — Sen-  * 
ate  Resolution  94 — requesting  the  imme¬ 
diate  delivery  to  the  Senate  of  the  books 
of  the  Corporation  as  of  that  time.  My 
remarks  of  that  date  appear  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  on  pages  3254-3256. 

On  March  29,  1949,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  Mr.  Charles  F.  Brannan,  ad-  , 
dressed  a  letter  to  the  Honorable  Scott 
W.  Lucas,  the  majority  leader,  a  copy  of 
which  was  inserted  in  the  Congressional 
Record  of  that  date  and  appears  on  page 
3483,  in  which  he  emphatically  denied 
my  allegations  as  appearing  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  March  25,  1949, 
and  made  the  statement  that  “The  $350,- 
000,000  was  accounted  for,”  and  that  I 
was  bringing  up  matters  which  had  been 
thoroughly  investigated  and  on  which 
full  corrective  action  had  already  been 
taken. 


On  the  following  day,  March  30,  1949, 
as  a  result  of  my  resolution  presented 
on  March  25,  1949,  after  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  made  the  statement  that 
all  of  the  $350,000,000  was  accounted  for, 
the  Honorable  Lindsay  C.  Warren,  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  submitted  a  report  on  behalf  of 
the  General  Accounting  Office  covering 
its  examination  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  the  period  ended  June 
30,  1945.  This  report  was  made  official 
House  Document  No.  148. 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  only  the 
day  previous  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
had  denied  my  statement  that  over  $350,- 
000,000  could  not  be  supported  or  veri¬ 
fied,  there  is  found  on  page  33  of  this 
report  this  statement; 

The  amount  of  $366,643,129  recorded  as 
due  from  sales  made  in  the  General  Com¬ 
modities  Purchase  Program  could  not  be  sup¬ 
ported  nor  verified. 

That  statement  on  the  part  of  the 
Comptroller  General  was  sent  to  the 
Congress  just  1  day  after  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  had  said  everything  was 
accounted  for,  and,  I  may  say,  just  a 
little  over  a  year  before  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  said  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry — and  a  copy  of 
his  statement  is  included  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  for  yesterday — that 
he  had  found  all  but  $96,000,000. 

So  apparently  we  cannot  take  the  word 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  relative 
to  what  is  going  on  in  that  agency  be¬ 
cause  there  are  the  conflicting  state¬ 
ments  which  he  himself  has  made  to  the 
Congress  in  that  period  of  time. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Sparkman  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Missouri? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  As  I  understand,  the 
Comptroller  General  has  stated  that  he 
has  found  explanations  for  all  but  $96,- 
000,000  of  the  $350,000,000.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct;  he 
arrived  at  that  conclusion  subsequent  to 
the  report  made  to  the  Congress  last 
year. 

In  the  report  submitted  today  to  the 
Congress,  a  preliminary  summary  of 
which  was  submitted  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  on  March  31 
of  this  year,  the  Comptroller  General 
said  that  during  the  period  intervening 
since  last  year,  in  auditing  the  books  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
1946  and  1947,  he  has  accounted  for  all 
but  $96,000,000,  but  he  thinks  we  might 
just  as  well  forget  that. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  In  other  words,  for¬ 
get  the  $96,000,000? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  is  correct,  according  to 
what  I  understand,  after  examining  the 
books,  because  the  records  have  gone — 
except  that  I  feel  that  we  should  place 
responsibility  where  it  belongs  for  the 
loss  of  the  $96,000,000;  we  should  deter¬ 
mine  who  is  responsible  for  losing  track 
of  that  amount  of  money. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Has  the  Comptroller 
General  explained  how  the  other  $270,- 


000,000  happened  to  be  unaccounted  for 
over  a  considerable  period  of  time? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  As  I  understand,  at 
first  the  Comptroller  General  said  that 
$366,000,000,  in  substance,  could  not  be 
accounted  for. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Now  I  understand 
that  all  of  that  has  been  accounted  for 
except  $96,000,000,  so  the  Comptroller 
General  has  found  some  accountability 
for  the  $270,000,000. 

I  wonder  whether  he  has  informed  the 
Senator  or  the  Senate  or  the  Congress 
how  the  other  $270,000,000  had  tempo¬ 
rarily  been  unaccounted  for.  Has  he 
done  that? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes;  I  think  he  has 
done  that  to  fairly  good  advantage  in 
the  report,  which  is  rather  voluminous 
and  detailed.  It  seems  that  there  would 
be  transactions  which  would  not  be  re¬ 
corded  on  the  books — transactions,  I  sup¬ 
pose,  similar  to  the  item  I  happened  to 
uncover,  the  one  I  explained  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  the  item  of  $45,()00  which  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  had  paid  for, 
but  had  never  received  delivery  for.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  they  had  triplicate  items  out, 
and  again  they  had  items  charged  on  the 
books,  but  about  which  perhaps  they  did 
not  know. 

The  Comptroller  General  said  the 
trouble  was  due  to  a  loose  bookkeeping 
system  and  due  to  the  irresponsibility  of 
the  administrators. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Does  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  tell  us  whether  or  not 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has 
put  into  effect  a  better  system  of  book¬ 
keeping,  under  which  such  discrepancies 
may  no  longer  be  expected  to  occur? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes;  I  understand 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
has  made  great  improvement  in  its 
bookeeping  system.  The  Comptroller 
General  told  us  last  year  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  was  making 
great  improvements. 

However,  I  am  somewhat  concerned 
over  the  fact  that  in  the  report  coming 
to  us  today  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral,  he  warns  us  that  the  report  he  is 
submitting  for  those  2  years  contains  so 
many  inaccuracies  that  he  cannot  ex¬ 
actly  certify  that  the  report  is  correct, 
because  there  are  so  many  deficiencies  in 
the  Corporation’s  accounting  policies  or 
accounting  system.  He  says  that  is  the 
result  of  the  Corporation’s  failure  to 
record  current  transactions. 

Of  course  there  is  no  reason  why  an 
agency  handling  so  much  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  money  should  not  record  its 
transaction  as  it  goes  along.  Naturally, 
if  the  agency  does  not  keep  records  or 
books  of  its  transactions,  the  books  or 
records  cannot  be  audited  as  they  should 
be. 

In  last  year’s  report  the  Comptroller 
General  pointed  out  an  instance  in 
which  $20,000,000  had  been  paid  by  one 
agency  without  being  recorded  on  the 
books  at  all. 

I  assume  that  a  great  many  of  the 
records  for  the  amount  of  money  which 
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was  unaccounted  for  have  been  recon¬ 
structed. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Let  me  ask  whether 
the  Comptroller  General  thinks  there  is 
any  reason  to  make  a  further  search  as 
to  the  possible  unaccountability  of  the 
$96,000,000. 

Mr.  'WILLIAMS.  No;  because  for  the 
past  2  or  3  years  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  has  had  a  group  of  auditors  working 
on  the  books  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation ;  and  he  feels  that  they  have 
reconstructed  all  the  records  they  can 
reconstruct.  After  all,  since  6  or  7  years 
have  passed,  and  since  time  is  moving 
along,  and  since  the  records  cannot  be 
found,  he  does  not  know  what  else  can 
be  done  about  it;  and  I  do  not,  either. 

However,  I  think  it  is  inexcusable  for 
us  to  consider  giving  $2,000,000,000  more 
to  a  Government  corporation  which  has 
not  submitted  records  for  its  operations 
over  the  past  2  years.  There  must  be 
something  wrong  with  its  books;  other¬ 
wise  it  would  send  us  its  books  for  the 
past  2  years.  Perhaps  the  books  are  out 
of  balance  and  the  Corporation  does  not 
want  to  tell  us  about  that. 

Today  the  Corporation  says  it  is  un¬ 
able  to  account  for  $96,000,000  of  the 
taxpayers’  money.  Mr.  President,  if  we 
continue  to  permit  such  delay  in  ac¬ 
counting  or  reporting  the  transactions 
of  the  Corporation,  I  do  not  know  how 
much  money  may  be  unaccounted  for  in 
a  few  years.  It  might  be  that  there  will 
not  be  any  money  unaccounted  for,  but 
I  think  at  least  we  have  a  right  to  know 
promptly,  in  accordance  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  law,  what  is  shown  by  the 
books  of  the  Corporation. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  wiU 
the  Senator  yield'  further? 

Mr.  'WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Some  of  us,  who 
come  from  communities  where  $96,000,- 
000  would  be  a  considerable  sum  of 
money,  share  the  apprehension  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware,  wonder — or,  at 
least,  one  of  us  wonders — whether  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  come  into 
contact  with  like  careless  methods  of 
bookkeeping  in  any  other  department  or 
agency  of  our  Government. 

Sir.  'WILLIAMS.  Yes;  I  have  been  ex¬ 
amining  more  than  one  branch  of  the 
Government. 

The  other  day  I  stated  that  the  RFC 
reports  for  the  last  2  years,  I  believe, 
have  not  been  submitted  to  the  Congress : 
at  least,  I  know  the  RFC  is  behind  in 
submitting  its  books,  and  the  report 
which  was  submitted  was  seriously  criti¬ 
cized  by  the  Comptroller  General. 

We  have  been  permitting  many  of 
these  Government  corporations  to  han¬ 
dle  billions  of  dollars  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  money  without  making  any  ac¬ 
counting  at  all  either  to  the  Congress  or 
to  the  American  people,  but  at  the  same 
time  we  employ  hundreds  of  certified 
public  accountants  in  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  OflQce,  and  give  them  instruc¬ 
tions  to  audit  those  books. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  was  one 
of  the  cosponsors  of  one  of  the  very  good 
bills  on  this  subject  which  was  enacted. 
Yet  so  far  as  the  results  are  concerned, 
perhaps  it  would  have  been  better  if  we 
had  never  passed  the  bill,  for  then  we 


would  have  saved  the  cost  of  having  the 
auditors  do  that  work,  because  certainly 
there  Is  no  use  in  employing  auditors  to 
do  a  job  if  they  are  required  to  report 
that  they  are  unable  to  make  an  accurate 
report  about  it.  The  Corporation  has 
said,  in  effect,  “Do  not  worry  if  the  audi¬ 
tors  cannot  find  all  the  items  or  cannot 
account  for  all  the  amounts.  Everything 
is  lovely,  because  we  have  the  utmost 
confidence  in  the  man  at  the  head.’’ 

Mr.  -BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  I  was  going  to  men¬ 
tion  the  act  which  the  Senator  from  'Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  and  I  sponsored  in 
1947,  known  as  the  Butler-Byrd  Act, 
which  the  President  signed.  I  can  hardly 
agree  with  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
that  it  might  have  been  just  as  well  if 
the  bill  had  not  been  passed  and  had  not 
been  enacted  into  law.  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  mistaken  about  that  because  the 
bill  has  done  a  great  deal  of  good.  One 
of  its  requirements  is  that  each  Govern¬ 
ment  corporation  shall  make  an  annual 
report  to  the  Congress. 

I  am  a  little  surprised  to  hear  the 
Senator  say  that  the  RFC  has  not  made 
a  report  in  2  years. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  When  I  said  it 
might  have  been  just  as  well  if  the  bill 
had  not  been  passed,  I  did  not  mean  that 
in  the  strict  sense  of  the  words  I  used. 
I  think  the  intention  of  the  Senate  when 
the  bill  was  passed  was  that  the  audited 
reports  should  be  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  However,  that  has  not  been  done. 
I  think  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  that  the  audited  re¬ 
ports  should  be  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  annually,  and  I  think  the  intention 
was  good.  I  wish  to  have  the  act  kept 
in  force,  and  I  wish  to  make  the  Govern¬ 
ment  corporations  comply  with  its  provi¬ 
sions. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  to  me  again,  I  should 
like  to  say  that  the  first  year  following 
the  passage  of  the  Corporation  Control 
Act,  there  was  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  a  one-volume  report  showing  the 
condition  of  each  and  every  Government 
corporation,  what  it  had  on  hand,  and 
what  it  was  expected  to  ask  for  the  ensu¬ 
ing  budget.  I  remember  very  distinctly 
one  Government  corporation  that  had 
been  in  the  process  of  liquidation  over  a 
period  of  years,  which  asked  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  $40,000  for  the  ensuing  year  in 
order  to  complete  its  liquidation.  In 
looking  over  the  report,  I  might  say,  I 
noticed  that  it  had  liquidated  everything 
except  two  items,  which,  added  together, 
made  a  total  of  $247.  Yet  the  corpora¬ 
tion  asked  for  $40,000  in  order  to  con¬ 
tinue  liquidation  for  another  year.  I 
think  the  Corporation  Control  Act  has 
really  brought  them  to  book,  if  someone, 
whose  responsibility  it  is,  sees  to  it  that 
the  reports  are  filed  annually  with  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK  and  Mr.  DONNELL 
addressed  the  Chair. _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield;  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 


Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Does  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  feel  that  it  will  re¬ 
quire  a  complete  change  of  national 
administration,  involving  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  so  that  it  will 
be  possible  to  examine  these  records  in 
the  various  agencies  to  determine  what 
has  been  done  with  these  billions  and 
billions  of  dollars  of  Federal  funds? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  agree  fully  with 
the  Senator,  and  that  is  the  reason  why 
I  am  not  going  to  insist  on  any  further 
investigation  of  this  matter.  From  my 
experience  of  the  past  15  months,  I  am 
thoroughly  convinced  it  is  a  waste  of 
time  and  effort  to  try  to  get  any  further 
information  from  this  Corporation.  As 
I  abandon  the  effort,  however,  I  want  to 
say  that  I  am  not  satisfied  with  its  oper¬ 
ations,  and  I  am  not  going  to  remain 
silent.  As  one  individual  Senator,  I  shall 
continue  to  watch. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  desire  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I  am 
sure  he  is  rendering  a  distinct  service  to 
the  Senate,  to  the  Congress,  and  to  the 
American  people.  If  it  were  not  for  the 
efforts  of  such  Members  as  the  Senator 
from  Delaware,  I  am  sure  it  would  be 
even  more  difficult  to  expose  some  of  the 
questionable  operations  by  the  various 
corporations,  bureaus,  and  agencies  of 
the  Government  which  handle  billions  of 
dollars  of  Federal  funds. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
In  reply,  I  may  say  that  the  only  reason 
we  are  able  to  obtain  as  much  informa¬ 
tion  from  these  corporations  as  we  do  Is 
because  of  the  Byrd-Butler  Act,  which 
was  passed  in  1945,  which  requires  them 
to  report,  to  a  certain  extent.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  called  attention  to 
one  corporation  which  wanted  $40,000 
for  the  purposes  of  liquidating,  I  think  he 
said,  $240.  I  was  not  amused,  I  was 
rather  concerned  with  a  Government 
corporation,  the  United  States  Spruce 
Corporation,  as  to  which  it  was  devel¬ 
oped,  as  I  recall,  that  they  had  two  con¬ 
ditional  sales  contracts,  upon  which 
semiannual  payments  were  being  made. 
In  1947,  when  I  came  to  the  Senate,  the 
first  report  I  saw  from  that  corporation 
showed  that  it  had  a  president,  a  vice 
president,  a  chauffeur,  a  secretary,  and 
a  treasurer,  all  handling  four  checks  a 
year  which  were  coming  to  the  corpora¬ 
tion.  They  had  a  car.  Of  course,  they 
had  to  have  a  car  for  the  chauffeur,  with 
the  president  riding  around,  back  and 
forth.  For  27  years  that  corporation  had 
been  in  existence,  doing  practically 
nothing  but  collect  four  checks  a  year, 
payable  semiannually. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  This  refers  to  the 
coloquy  between  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 
I  think  we  all  agree  that  the  Byrd- 
Butler  bill  was,  and  still  is,  an  excellent 
piece  of  legislation,  and  we  are  glad  it 
was  passed.  I  want  to  ask  the  Senator 
a  question,  however,  based  on  this  fact: 
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I  realize  that  the  Byrd-Butler  law  re¬ 
quires  reports  to  be  made.  Here  we  are 
in  the  Senate,  every  one  of  us  going  along 
from  day  to  day,  with  our  various  duties, 
which  are  reasonably  heavy  in  most  in¬ 
stances,  and  it  is  easily  possible,  of 
course,  that  we  do  not  realize  that  Gov¬ 
ernment  corporations  may  or  may  not 
be  observing  the  provisions  of  that  law. 
If  they  are  not  observing  them,  would 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  think  it  ad¬ 
visable  that  we  give  consideration  to  the 
introduction  and  passage  of  some  type 
of  legislation  which  would  cause  their 
failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the 
Byrd-Butler  Act  to  come  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate:  as,  for  illustration, 
a  bill  making  it  the  duty  of  some  par¬ 
ticular  individual  to  submit  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  annually  a  report  as  to  corporations 
that  are  behind  in  the  furnishing  of 
their  reports;  and,  in  addition  to  that, 
in  order  to  guard  against  the  possibility 
that  the  particular  official’s  report  might 
become  lost  in  the  archives,  making  it 
the  duty  of  someone,  perhaps  the  Presi¬ 
dent  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  or  the 
Vice  President  himself,  personally  to 
read  audibly  in  the  hearing  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  list  of  each  and  every  corpora¬ 
tion  that  is  delinquent  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  its  duties ;  so  that  we  would  have 
notice,  in  the  Congressional  Record, 
and  audibly  in  our  ears,  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  corporations  that  have  not  com¬ 
plied  with  the  terms  of  the  Byrd-Butler 
bill?  Does  the  Senator  think  that  some 
such  legislation  as  that  would  be  de¬ 
sirable  to  be  considered  and  enacted? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  may  say  we  al¬ 
ready  have  pretty  much  that  on  the 
statute  books.  The  Byrd-Butler  bill  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  shall  audit  the  cor¬ 
porations,  and  render  a  report  to  Con¬ 
gress.  The  Comptroller  General,  in  the 
report  received  today  for  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  2  years 
1946  and  1947,  for  which  time  he  says 
he  can  account  for  all  but  $96,000,- 
000,  and  that  much  was  deducted  from 
the  general  accounts  receivable,  he  nev¬ 
ertheless  says  that,  at  the  same  time, 
the  reports  for  the  past  2  years  are  not 
available.  The  Comptroller  General  has 
a  list  of  all  the  delinquent  corporations 
as  of  today,  which  have  not  submitted 
their  reports  to  Congress.  The  difficulty 
is  that  when  these  reports  are  received, 
and  laid  before  the  House,  by  the 
Speaker,  or  before  the  Senate  by  the 
Vice  President,  as  was  done  today,  many 
times  they  are  not  read. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  That  is  precisely  the 
point  that  is  in  my  mind.  That  is,  a 
bulky  report  comes  to  the  Senate.  The 
Vice  President  says,  very  properly,  “The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  a  report 
from  such  and  such  a  corporation,”  and 
out  it  goes  on  the  clerk’s  desk.  It  is 
taken  off  to  some  proper  depository,  and 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  pay  no  at¬ 
tention. 

I  am  wondering  whether  in  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Senator  it  would  be  advisable 
that  it  be  made  the  specific  duty  of  either 
the  Vice  President,  or  the  President  pro 


tempore,  or  the  clerk,  or  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  to  stand  here  in  person 
and  read  the  report  in  full  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  so  that  every  Member  present  at 
any  rate  would  have  it  within  the  ac¬ 
tual,  physical  confines  of  his  own  ears, 
that  such  and  such  corporations  were 
delinquent.  Does  the  Senator  think  that 
that  might  be  advisable  as  something  to 
be  considered? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  that  at  least 
we  should  read  a  summary  of  the  report. 
Of  course,  these  reports  are  very  vo¬ 
luminous. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  did  not  mean  that 
the  report  be  read.  I  meant,  would  it 
not  be  advisable,  in  order  to  avoid  the 
contingency  that  we  do  not  know  what 
corporations  are  in  default,  that  it  be 
made  the  duty  of  some  official  of  the 
Senate  to  stand  in  the  rostrum  of  the 
Senate  and  read  in  full  the  list  of  each 
and  every  corporation  which  is  delin¬ 
quent  in  the  filing  of  its  report. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  that  would 
be  most  desirable,  and  it  would  be  well 
to  have  that  done.  That  is  what  I  am 
trying  to  do  here  tonight,  to  read  this 
report.  I  have  been  a  little  bit  con¬ 
cerned  at — should  I  say  the  apparent 
lack  of  concern  on  the  part  of  many  of 
the  administration  officials,  who  do  not 
seem  to  care  too  much  as  to  what  is  going 
on?  I  remember  the  first  day  I  called 
this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  majority  leader  took  rather 
violent  exception  to  my  statement,  al¬ 
though  it  was  later  supported  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office.  He  said  he 
just  could  not  conceive  of  any  corpora¬ 
tion  operating  under  such  loose  book¬ 
keeping  methods,  that  he  could  not  help 
but  feel  that  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
was  making  a  statement  with  the  sole 
purpose  of  getting  his  name  in  the  news¬ 
papers,  and  that  there  was  no  truth  to  it. 
He  said  if  there  was  any  truth  to  it,  he 
would  be  the  first  to  demand  an  investi¬ 
gation  of  the  Corporation. 

Five  days  later  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  stated  that  every  statement  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Delaware — and  I 
inserted  the  letter  in  the  Record — was 
in  accord  with  the  audit  findings.  He 
took  no  exception  whatever  to  any  state¬ 
ment  I  made  that  day.  The  Comptroller 
General  went  on  further  and  said  that 
Instead  of  $350,000,000  being  unac¬ 
counted  for,  the  amount  was  $366,143,129. 

For  some  strange  reason  which  I  do 
not  understand,  the  majority  leader  lost 
all  of  his  enthusiasm  over  this  report 
after  it  came  out.  The  report  was  one 
of  the  most  bitter  reports  in  its  con¬ 
demnation  that  I  have  ever  read. 

I  had  no  assistance  from  the  majority 
leader  and  heard  nothing  from  him  at 
all  since  that  time  as  to  what  he  thought 
should  be  done  with  the  Corporation, 
except  that  he  is  willing  to  give  it  $2,- 
000,900,000.  He  was  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
I  told  him  in  early  March  that  I  did 
not  think  it  was  fair  to  ask  me  or  any 
other  Member  of  the  Senate  to  vote  on 
the  question  of  giving  this  Corporation 
$2,000,000,000  until  we  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  examine  the  books.  A  resolu¬ 
tion  was  adopted  by  the  committee  ask¬ 


ing  that  the  books  be  submitted,  and 
the  members  of  the  committee  gave 
every  indication  that  they  would  see  that 
they  were  here  before  we  were  asked  to 
vote.  But  today  we  do  not  have  the 
books  for  the  past  2  years.  Only  within 
the  past  2  weeks  have  we  had  them  for 
1946  and  1947.  Yet  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  objects  to  my  inserting  the  re¬ 
view  in  the  Record,  on  the  basis  that 
he  has  never  read  it.  This  report  has 
been  before  the  committee  of  which  he 
is  a  member  since  the  31st  day  of  March. 
The  report  shows  that  as  of  June  30, 
1947,  there  was  $96,000,000  unaccounted 
for  and  the  records  are  such  that  it  can¬ 
not  be  found.  The  majority  leader  is 
not  on  the  floor  at  this  time.  Perhaps 
he  has  other  more  important  things 
which  demand  his  attention.  But  I  feel 
that  the  time  has  come  when  the  people 
of  the  country  must  take  the  situation 
into  their  own  hands  if  they  want  to 
know  what  is  going  on  in  their  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  will  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  I  did  not  understand  that  either 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  or  the  Senator 
from  Florida  was  objecting  to  the  plac¬ 
ing  in  the  Record  of  the  documents  and 
information  which  the  Senator  has.  I 
think  there  was  objection  on  the  part 
of  the  Senator  from  Florida  to  the  con¬ 
dition,  as  he  put  it,  being  attached  to  the 
receipt  of  the  information  in  the  Record, 
as  he  thought  we  would  be  bound  by  the 
contents. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  did  not  understand 
that  either  of  the  Senators  was  objecting 
to  the  insertion  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  They  had  no  objec¬ 
tion  at  all  to  my  inserting  the  statement 
in  the  Record  as  my  own  statement,  but 
they  did  not  want  it  inserted  as  being 
the  conclusions  from  the  Comptroller 
General’s  report,  because  they  had  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  study  the  report. 
They  did  not  even  know  that  the  report 
had  been  in  the  committee  for  8  or  9 
weeks.  That  is  evident  from  the  debate 
tonight.  Yet  the  committee,  upon  my 
request,  adopted  a  resolution  to  ask  for 
the  books  and,  when  the  books  were  sent, 
they  did  not  know  they  were  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  That  is  the  reason  they  objected 
tonight. 

I  did  not  dream  of  such  a  thing  as  hav¬ 
ing  the  report  without  reading  it.  It  is  a 
very  short  summary.  I  certainly  thought 
they  had  read  it.  As  one  member  of  the 
committee,  I  would  not  be  asking  the 
Senate  to  pass  on  $2,000,000,000  without 
having  read  the  report.  After  another 
Member  of  the  Senate  had  appeared  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  and  told  me  the  books 
were  not  in  order  and  had  asked  that 
they  be  submitted,  I  think  I  would  have 
known  when  the  report  came  in,  and  I 
think  the  Senator  from  Missouri  would 
have  known  it.  I  think  he  would  have 
known  enough  about  it  to  say  whether 
he  would  accept  it. 

When  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
said  the  report  was  wrong  he  was  not 
calling  me  a  liar.  The  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral,  a  few  days  after  furnishing  a  denial 


1950 


8297 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


that  anything  was  out  of  line,  stated 
that  $96,000,000  was  unaccounted  for. 
A  year  later  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
sent  a  report — he  must  have  known 
what  he  was  talking  about — that  during 
the  past  12  months  he  found  that  of 
$366,000,000,  $96,000,000  was  unaccount¬ 
ed  for.  Just  forget  the  $96,000,000. 

It  is  rather  interesting  to  note  that 
the  books  balance  with  the  $45,000  item 
out  of  line.  If  the  books  had  been  out  of 
balance  I  could  have  understood  it,  but 
the  amazing  thing  is  that  the  books  bal¬ 
anced  without  these  other  items.  They 
are  small  in  comparison  with  $96,000,- 
000;  but  I  know  enough  about  keeping 
books  to  know  that  they  either  balance 
or  they  do  not  balance.  If  they  bal¬ 
ance  to  a  penny,  and  someone  finds  an 
item  of  $45,000  here,  and  other  amounts 
there,  I  know  that  those  books  could  not 
possibly  have  been  in  balance  except  as 
something  was  written  off  to  make  them 
lD&ld>nc0 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Is  the  Senator 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  busily  engaged  in  making 
extensive  tours  and  speeches  through¬ 
out  the  country  in  an  effort  to  sell  the 
Brannan  plan  to  the  farmers,  and  that 
possibly  he  should  not  be  held  to  a 
strict  accountability  insofar  as  the  op¬ 
erations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  are  concerned,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  he  has  business  which  he  deems 
more  vital  and  more  important  than  a 
careful  supervision  of  the  various  agen¬ 
cies  within  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  remember  that  a 
few  days  ago  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken]  pointed  out  that  the 
Secretary  was  campaigning  throughout 
the  country  and  that  in  one  instance, 
I  think,  in  Minnesota,  he  paid  approxi¬ 
mately  $100,000  of  the  Department’s 
funds  to  be  sure  he  had  an  audience. 
I  do  not  have  any  way  of  knowing,  but 
there  have  been  many  audiences  in  the 
past  20  years,  and  possibly  some  of  them 
could  be  accounted  for  in  that  way. 
I  do  not  say  that  any  of  the  unac¬ 
counted-for  money  has  gone  to  pay  for 
audiences,  but  with  the  records  gone, 
I  cannot  say  that  it  has  not. 

In  order  that  the  Senate  might  know 
just  how  far  off  base  Mr.  Brannan  was 
in  his  statement  of  March  29,  1949,  I 
shall  quote  a  few  other  excerpts  from 
this  official  report  which  was  submitted 
to  Congress  by  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  OflBce  on  March  30,  1949; 

Our  exaiiiination  of  the  affairs  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  was  seriously  im¬ 
peded  by  major  deficiencies  in  accounting 
policies  and  procedures  and  methods  of 
financial  reporting  (p.  20). 

In  other  words,  the  Secretary  felt  that 
he  was  above  being  called  to  render  an 
accounting  to  the  American  people,  be¬ 
cause  the  Comptroller  General  said  he 
was  impeded  in  his  audit  by  the  apparent 
lack  of  appreciation  on  the  part  of  the 
management  of  accurate  financial  re¬ 
porting. 


I  read  further: 

The  primary  causes  of  the  failure  of  the 
accounting  function  were  found  in  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  functions  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  were  intermingled  with  others  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  apparent  lack 
of  appreciation  by  the  management  of  the 
necessity  for  accurate  financial  reporting 

(p.  20). 

The  Corporation  did  not  maintain  ade¬ 
quate  control  over  amounts  recorded  as  being 
receivable  or  payable.  It  was  not  possible 
in  many  instances  to  determine  who  owed 
amounts  purporting  to  be  receivable  or  to 
whom  amounts  recorded  as  owing  were  due. 
It  also  was  not  possible  to  determine  that 
all  amounts  owed  to  or  by  the  Corporation 
were  refiected  in  the  accounts  (p.  20) . 

In  other  words,  they  did  not  know 
whether  the  books  showed  the  true  pic¬ 
ture  as  to  the  amounts  involved,  and 
they  had  no  way  of  determining. 

The  Corporation  did  not  exercise  satis¬ 
factory  control  over  its  Investment  in  fixed 
assets,  particularly  grain  bins  and  related 
equipment.  Records  were  not  maintained 
in  such  a  way  as  to  enable  the  Corporation 
(or  us)  to  know  the  location  or  condition 
of  such  assets,  whether,  in  fact,  they  were 
still  owned  by  the  Corporation,  or  whether 
all  income  resulting  from  rental  or  sale  had 
been  received  (p.  21). 

That  is  rather  interesting  to  me  be¬ 
cause  only  6  months  before  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  told  us  this  in  March, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
President  of  the  United  States  were  all 
over  the  Midwest  bewailing  the  lack  of 
grain  bins.  They  claimed  they  won  the 
election  because  the  Eightieth  Congress 
had  not  supplied  them  with  enough 
money  to  buy  grain  bins.  Yet  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  in  his  letter,  said  they 
did  not  know  how  much  they  owned, 
whether  they  owned  any,  or  whether  they 
were  paid  for  what  they  sold.  They  did 
not  know  the  location  of  them.  In  fact, 
they  said  neither  they  nor  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  could  determine  what 
they  had.  I  checked  further — and  it  is 
a  matter  of  record — and  I  found  that 
during  the  political  campaign,  while  they 
were  bewailing  the  fact  that  they  did 
not  have  adequate  grain  bins,  they  were 
selling  grain  bins  in  Washington  for  a 
small  proportion  of  what  they  cost,  and 
they  were  selling  new  bins.  Yet  the 
Comptroller  General  said  the  reason  they 
did  tat  was  not  intentional.  He  said 
they  did  not  know  what  they  had. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  realizes, 
does  he  not,  that  legislation  passed  by 
the  Eightieth  Congress  gave  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  full  authority 
to  purchase  and  furnish  the  farmers  with 
an  unlimited  number  of  grain  bins,  had 
such  course  been  necessary. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  true.  They 
had  all  the  authority  it  was  necessary  for 
them  to  have.  They  could  have  set  up 
grain  bins  to  hold  every  bushel  of  farm 
commodities.  They  sidetracked  that 
either  through  ignorance  or  by  intent— 
and  I  think  one  is  as  bad  as  the  other — 
and  they  did  not  supply  the  farmers  with 
the  grain  bins.  Furthermore,  to  make 
things  worse,  the  Senator  from  Vermont 


knows  that  they  actually  pulled  out  from 
under  the  grain  market  during  the  elec¬ 
tion  period  and  let  the  market  go  to 
pieces  so  that  they  could  win  the  elec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  every 
phase  of  the  farm-storage  program 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  an¬ 
nounced  on  June  6, 1949,  could  have  been- 
put  into  full  effect  in  August  of  1948  had 
the  Secretary  and  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  beeii  so  minded. 

Mr.  Vv^ILLIAMS.  They  could  have, 
had  the  Secretary  not  felt  that  it  would 
be  politically  expedient  not  to  do  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  was  politically  expe¬ 
dient,  and  it  worked. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  It  worked;  that  is 
correct.  I  read  further  from  the  report; 

The  amounts  of  assets,  liabilities,  revenues, 
and  expenses  which  were  omitted  from  or 
improperly  classified  in,  the  Corporation’s 
financial  statements  as  the  result  of  those 
circumstances  were  not  determinable.  Un¬ 
recorded  liabilities  are  known  to  have  existed 
but  no  representations  can  be  made  concern¬ 
ing  either  their  aggregate  amount,  which  we 
believe  was  substantial,  or  their  effect  upon 
the  financial  statements  (p.  22). 

In  other  words,  they  said  unrecorded 
liabilities  are  known  to  have  existed. 

A  duplication  of  $2,329,483  between  loans 
held  by  the  Corporation  and*  those  held  by 
private  lending  agencies  was  observed  in 
connection  with  cotton  loans.  As  a  result 
of  the  above  circumstances,  the  amount  of 
cotton  loans  indicated  in  the  above  summary 
as  outstanding  at  June  30,  1945,  is  presented 
from  Corporation  records  without  satisfac¬ 
tory  verification  (p.  35). 

'The  recorded  balance  of  loans  outstand¬ 
ing  on  wheat  is  known  to  be  overstated  by 
approximately  $4,000,000,  with  a  correspond¬ 
ing  overstatement  of  accounts  payable  (p. 
35). 

The  natural -cooler  facility  is  a  natural  cave 
located  on  the  site  of  a  limestone  quarry 
near  Atchison,  Kans.  Its  recorded  cost  to 
June  30,  1945,  was  $1,772,009.  The  facility 
is  said  to  provide  7,000,000  cubic  feet  of 
storage  space,  sufficient  to  store  2,800  car¬ 
loads  of  commodities.  The  site  is  not  owned 
but  Is  occupied  under  the  terms  of  a  5-year 
lease  (p.  38) . 

It  is  about  time  for  the  lease  to  expire. 
We  cannot  move  out  and  we  are  stuck 
with  the  investment,  which  is  gone. 

The  amount  of  $203,186,263  indicated  as 
owed  on  purchases  made  in  the  general  com¬ 
modities  purchase  program  could  not  be  veri¬ 
fied.  No  detail  listing  of  Individual  creditors’ 
balances  could  be  obtained. 

We  are  aware  of  an  overstatement  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $18,500,000  resulting  from  the 
failure  to  record  cash  disbursements  of  that 
amount  on  regional  office  records. 

Numerous  errors,  omissions,  and  inade¬ 
quacies  in  the  application  of  accounting  poli¬ 
cies  and  procedures  in  the  conduct  of  this 
program  necessarily  had  an  effect  on  the 
recorded  balance  of  accounts  payable. 

No  adequate  record  was  kept  of  outstand¬ 
ing  dairy  or  beef  production  payment  pro¬ 
gram  drafts,  and  no  determination  could  be 
made  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the  amount  of 
$130,000,000  shown  above  as  estimated  pro¬ 
gram  obligations  at  June  30,  1945  (p.  39). 

I  call  particular  attention  to  the  fact 
that  these  quotations  which  I  have  just 
read  were  taken  from  the  report  of  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  and  they  are 
charges  which  were  made  by  the  Comp- 
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troller  General,  the  Honorable  Lindsay 
C.  Warren,  against  the  loose  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  and  are  not  charges  which  were 
made  by  me, 

I  call  your  attention  further  to  the 
fact  that  this  report  containing  these 
charges  was  received  by  Congress  from 
the  Comptroller  General  on  March  30, 
1949,  or  less  than  24  hours  after  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Brannan, 
made  his  statement  that  all  funds  had 
been  accounted  for. 

Following  the  receipt  of  this  informa¬ 
tion  by  Congress  I  introduced,  along  with 
a  group  of  other  Senators,  a  resolution — 
Senate  Resolution  98 — asking  the  ap¬ 
propriate  committee  of  the  Senate  to  in¬ 
vestigate  the  affairs  of  this  Corporation 
and  to  obtain,  if  possible,  an  accounting 
for  the  $366,643,129  referred  to  in  the 
Comptroller  General’s  report.  This  res¬ 
olution  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  for  its  consideration. 

Approximately  1  year  later,  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  14,  1950,  while  testifying  before 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  on  Senate  bill  2826,  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  borrowing  power  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  by  $2,000,- 
000,000,  which  is  the  same  bill  we  are 
considering  today,  Mr.  James  R.  Blake- 
more,  Assistant  Director  of  Corporation 
Audits  Division  of  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  OflSce,  and  representing  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  left  the  committee 
and  the  press  with  the  understanding 
that  the  General  Accounting  Office  was 
fully  satisfied  with  the  records  of  this 
Corporation  and  that  perhaps  I  had  mis¬ 
understood  their  original  report  from 
which  I  have  just  quoted. 

As  a  result  of  his  testimony  an  article 
appeared  in  the  press  the  following  day, 
Febi'uary  15,  1950,  under  the  headlines 
“Charges  of  Shortage  in  CCC  Do  Fade- 
out.’’  In  that  press  release  Mr.  Blake- 
more  was  quoted  as  testifying  that  Wil¬ 
liams  had  “misunderstood”  their  interim 
report  for  fiscal  1945  and  in  reality  they 
had  not  meant  to  indicate  in  that  report 
that  anything  was  radically  wrong  with 
the  accounting  policies  of  this  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

I  have  completed  reading  from  the 
report  itself.  If  that  does  not  show  that 
there  is  something  wrong,  I  hope  we 
never  find  a  corporation  in  which  there 
is  something  wrong. 

In  order  that  it  might  be  clearly  un¬ 
derstood  just  how  much  of  a  misunder¬ 
standing  I  had  at  that  time  I  want  to 
quote  my  original  statement  made  on 
March  25,  1949,  following  which  I  will 
quote  from  the  Comptroller  General 
himself,  and  you  can  determine  for  your¬ 
selves  just  how  much  of  a  misunder¬ 
standing  there  has  been  relative  to  this 
subject. 

On  March  25,  1949, 1  made  the  follow¬ 
ing  statement  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
which  appears  in  the  Congressional 
Record  on  page  3254: 

It  has  been  reported  to  me,  from  sources 
which  I  consider  very  reliable,  that  over  $350,- 
000.000  of  receivables  in  the  general  com¬ 
modities  purchase  program  could  not  be 
supported  or  verified  because  of  faulty  ac¬ 
counting  policies  and  poorly  devised  proce¬ 
dures. 


I  had  directed  a  letter  to  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  asking  them  to  read 
the  Congressional  Record  of  that  day, 
and  to  advise  me  whether  or  not  my 
statement  was  correct.  In  a  letter  to 
me  they  replied  as  follows; 

The  amount  of  $366,643,129  recorded  as  due 
from  sales  made  in  the  general  commodities 
purchase  program  could  not  be  supported 
nor  verified. 

No  one  could  misunderstand  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Comptroller  General  at  that 
time,  and  most  certainly  the  only  mis¬ 
understanding  which  I  had  was  that  the 
amount  in  my  statement  was  under¬ 
stated  by  $16,000,0‘‘0. 

As  further  evidence  that  there  was 
no  misunderstanding  on  my  part,  and 
that  my  remarks  as  appearing  in  the 
Congressional  Record  on  March  25, 1949, 
were  correct,  I  quote  from  a  letter  signed 
by  Mr.  Stephen  B.  Ives,  Director  of  the 
Corporation  Audits  Division  of  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office,  dated  March  29, 
1949,  in  which  he  said: 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  even  date,  the 
statements  made  by  you,  appearing  on  page 
3254  of  the  Congressional  Record  of  March 
25,  are  in  accordance  with  our  audit  findings. 

The  implication  has  been  given  during 
recent  weeks  by  the  Department  officials 
that  while  this  $366,000,000  might  have 
been  unaccounted  for  as  of  June  30, 1945, 
perhaps  it  had  been  accounted  for  since 
then.  They  further  inferred  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  had  been  advised 
to  that  effect  and  withheld  such  infor¬ 
mation  from  the  Senate. 

To  my  recollection  no  letter  had  ever 
been  received  by  my  office  either  from  the 
General  Accounting  Office  or  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  since  the 
time  I  had  originally  called  these  irregu¬ 
larities  to  the  Senate  in  March  of  1949. 
However,  to  make  sure  that  I  was  correct, 
and  that  no  further  report  had  been  re¬ 
ceived  either  by  me  or  by  any  committee 
of  Congress  relative  to  an  accounting 
having  been  made  of  this  $366,000,000,  I 
directed  a  letter  on  February  20,  1950,  to 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  which  commit¬ 
tee  had  been  instructed  by  the  Senate  to 
investigate  this  situation. 

Following  the  statement  of  Mr.  Blake- 
more,  and  the  statements  of  the  officials 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
testifying  before  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  that  everything  had 
been  accounted  for,  I  directed  a  letter  a 
letter  to  the  General  Accounting  Office 
asking  them  if  it  was  possible  I  had  over¬ 
looked  such  a  letter  coming  to  my  of¬ 
fice  which  would  explain  either  all  or  any 
part  of  this  amount  of  money. 

At  this  time  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  inserted  on  the  Record  as  a  part 
of  my  remarks  a  letter  dated  February 
20,  1950,  signed  by  me,  addressed  to 
Mr.  William  Rogers,  chief  counsel  of 
the  Senate  Investigating  Committee,  ask¬ 
ing  the  committee  if  they  had  obtained 
any  information  subsequent  to  the  de¬ 
livery  of  the  Comptroller  General’s  re¬ 
port  in  1949  relative  to  the  disposition 
of  either  all  or  any  part  of  this  money, 
along  with  a  copy  of  a  reply  which  I 
received  from  the  committee,  signed  by 
Mr.  Rogers  as  chief  counsel,  in  which 


he  said  that  the  committee  had  not  as 
yet  received  any  information  supporting 
or  verifying  any  part  of  the  amount. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  20,  1950. 
Mr.  William  Rogers, 

Chief  Counsel,  Senate  Investigating 
Committee,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Rogers:  You  will  recall  that 
under  date  of  March  30,  1949,  the  General 
Accounting  Office  submitted  a  report  to  the 
Senate  concerning  its  examination  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  period 
ending  June  30,  1945.  In  this  report  they 
stated  that  “the  amount  of  $366,643,129  re¬ 
corded  as  due  from  sales  made  in  the  general 
commodities  purchase  program  could  not  be 
supported  nor  verified.” 

Following  receipt  of  that  report,  I  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  Senate  a  resolution.  No.  98,  re¬ 
questing  that  your  committee  conduct  an  in¬ 
vestigation  of  this  matter. 

I  would  appreciate  being  advised  at  this 
time  whether  you  have  received  from  the 
General  Accounting  Office  or  from  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  any  information 
which  would  indicate  that  either  all  or  a  part 
of  this  $366,643,129  has  been  supported  or 
verified. 

Yours  sincerely, 

John  J.  Williams. 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments, 

February  20,  1950. 

Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Williams;  Receipt  is  ac¬ 
knowledged  of  your  letter  dated  February  20, 
1950,  concerning  a  report  of  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  dated  March  30,  1949,  re¬ 
garding  its  examination  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1945.  You  refer  to  the  statement 
in  that  report  that  “the  amount  of  $366,643,- 
129  recorded  as  due  from  sales  made  in  the 
General  Commodities  Purchase  Program 
could  not  be  supported  nor  verified.”  You 
requested  to  be  advised  whether  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  received  any  information  from 
the  GAO  or  the  CCC  which  would  indicate 
that  all  or  part  of  this  $366,643,129  has  been 
supported  or  verified. 

Please  be  advised  that  this  subcommittee 
has  not  as  yet  received  any  information  sup¬ 
porting  or  verifying  the  $366,643,129  referred 
to  in  the  above-mentioned  report  of  March 
30,  1949.  In  the  event  such  information  is 
received  by  the  subcommittee  we  will  be 
happy  to  discuss  this  matter  with  you. 

Very  truly  yours, 

William  P.  Rogers. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
read  for  the  information  of  the  Senate 
the  last  paragraph  of  this  letter  received 
from  the  committee  and  which  has  just 
been  inserted: 

Please  be  advised  that  this  subcommittee 
has  not  as  yet  received  any  information  sup¬ 
porting  or  verifying  the  $366,643,129  referred 
to  in  the  above-mentioned  report  of  March 
30,  1949.  In  the  event  such  information  is 
received  by  the  subcommittee  we  will  be 
happy  to  discuss  this  matter  with  you. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  particular  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  this  letter  was  writ¬ 
ten  by  the  chief  counsel  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  6  days  after  Mr.  Blakemore 
in  testifying  before  the  Senate  Agricul- 
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tural  Committee  had  given  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  such  an  accounting  had  been 
made. 

Recognizing  that  perhaps  subsequent 
to  the  delivery  of  the  report  of  March 
30,  1949,  the  Honorable  Lindsay  C.  War¬ 
ren,  the  Comptroller  General,  might 
have  written  me  a  letter  relative  to  the 
$366,000,000  referred  to  in  his  report, 
with  a  further  explanation  than  that 
contained  in  his  report  and  that  such  a 
letter  could  have  been  misplaced  or  over¬ 
looked  in  my  office,  I  directed  a  letter  on 
the  same  date,  Februai-y  20,  1950,  to  Mr. 
Warren. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  inserted  in  the  Record  a 
copy  of  my  letter  addressed  to  Hon. 
Lindsay  C.  Warren,  dated  February  20, 
1950,  and  immediately  following  that  a 
copy  of  a  letter  received  from  Mr.  War¬ 
ren  in  reply. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  20,  1950. 
Hon.  Lindsay  C.  Warren, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United 

States,  General  Accounting  Office, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Warren:  On  March  30,  1949, 
you  submitted  to  the  Congress  an  audit  re¬ 
port  covering  the  operations  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  period 
ended  June  30,  1945.  In  that  report  you 
stated  that  “the  amount  of  $366,643,129  re¬ 
corded  as  due  from  sales  made  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  commodities  purchase  program  could 
not  be  supported  nor  verified.”  In  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Mr.  James  B.  Blakemore,  Assistant 
Director  of  Corporation  Audits  Division,  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office,  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  on 
Tuesday,  February  14,  1950,  the  Impression 
was  given  that  this  amount  has  since  been 
accounted  for. 

During  his  testimony  Mr.  Blakemore  also 
stated  that  “we  wrote  Senator  Williams  a 
letter  which,  as  I  recall,  was  included  in  that 
debate.  It  may  not  have  been,  but  we  wrote 
him  a  letter  trying  to  set  forth  in  full  Just 
what  this  $366,000,000  was.”  This  testimony 
was  given  with  reference  to  the  statements 
I  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  following 
the  receipt  of  the  report  Itself  on  March  30, 
1949,  since  it  was  only  after  receipt  of  the 
report  that  I  was  able  to  refer  to  the  specific 
amount  of  $366,643,129.  I  have  no  record  of 
ever  receiving  any  such  letter. 

Will  you  please  furnish  me  with  an  exact 
copy  of  any  letter  which  was  written  by  your 
office  to  me  subsequent  to  delivery  of  the 
report  on  March  30,  1949,'  which  contained 
information  which  would  in  any  way  account 
for  all  or  any  part  of  this  $366,643,129? 

V/ill  you  please  advise  me  now  of  the  exact 
status  of  this  $366,643,129  which  was  in 
question  as  of  March  30,  1949?  How  much 
of  t’ns  amount  have  you  been  able  to  verify 
and  how  much  did  you  have  to  mark  off  be¬ 
cause  it  could  neither  be  supported  nor  veri¬ 
fied? 

I  am  sending  this  letter  by  special  mes¬ 
senger  and  request  an  immediate  reply. 
Yours  sincerely, 

John  J.  Williams. 

Comptroller  General 

OP  THE  United  States, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  21,  1950. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

United  States  Senate. 

My  Dear  Senator  Williams:  This  is  with 
reference  to  your  letter  of  February  20,  1950, 


concerning  the  audit  report  on  the  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1946,  and  con¬ 
cerning  testimony  given  by  Mr.  James  R. 
Blakemore,  Assistant  Director,  Corporation 
Audits  Division,  General  Accounting  Office, 
before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  on  Tuesday,  February  14,  1950. 

In  reply  to  the  first  request  contained  in 
your  letter,  please  be  advised  that  there  was 
no  letter  written  to  you  subsequent  to  March 
30,  1949,  concerning  the  amount  of  $366,643,- 
129  recorded  as  due  from  sales  in  the  general 
commodities  purchase  program.  In  his  testi¬ 
mony  on  February  14,  Mr.  Blakemore  had  in 
mind  the  letters  of  March  28  and  March  29, 
1949,  which  were  written  to  you  by  Mr.  S.  B. 
Ives,  Director,  Corporation  Audits  Division, 
and  which  were  placed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  on  Friday,  February  17,  1950.  The 
fact  that  Mr.  Blakemore  referred  to  the 
amount  of  $366,060,000  during  his  testimony 
on  February  14  was  not  in  any  way  Intended 
to  indicate  that  the  letters  were  written  to 
you  prior  or  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the 
report.  Mr.  Blakemore  has  informed  me  that 
at  the  time  he  testified  he  did  not  know  the 
exact  date  of  the  letters,  but  only  recalled 
that  certain  correspondence  was  addressed  to 
you. 

With  reference  to  the  second  request  con¬ 
tained  in  your  letter,  that  you  be  advised  now 
of  the  exact  status  of  the  $366,643,129  in  re¬ 
ceivables,  please  be  Informed  that  this  Office 
is  preparing  a  statement  as  to  the  subsequent 
status  of  the  receivables  account  and  it  will 
be  furnished  to  you  as  soon  as  it  is  available, 
as  you  were  advised  on  February  16,  1950.  I 
am  sure  you  will  agree  that  it  is  desirable  to 
spend  sufficient  time  in  the  preparation  of 
such  a  statement  to  present  as  clearly  as 
possible  the  complicated  factors  Involved. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Lindsay  C.  Warren, 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
might  say  that  both  these  letters  deny 
that  there  had  been  submitted,  either  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  or  to  any 
committee  of  the  Congress,  any  informa¬ 
tion  prior  to  February  20  relative  to  the 
disposition  of  or  acounting  for  all  or  any 
part  of  this  $366,000,000.  Yet  prior  to 
this  time  a  report  had  come  out  of  one 
of  the  committees  here  that  Williams 
was  “all  wet,”  and  that  the  money  was 
all  accounted  for.  It  is  in  order  to  get 
the  Record  straight  that  I  am  insisting 
on  putting  this  record  in  tonight,  and,  as 
I  said  before,  I  have  extended  an  invi¬ 
tation  to  any  Senator  who  desires  to 
take  exception  to  anything  going  into  the 
Record  to  interrupt. 

I  call  particular  attention  to  two  ques¬ 
tions  asked  in  my  letter  and  the  replies 
to  those  questions  as  contained  in  the 
Comptroller  General’s  letter. 

The  first  question  I  asked  was: 

Will  you  please  furnish  me  with  an  exact 
copy  of  any  letter  which  was  written  by 
your  office  to  me  subsequent  to  delivery  of 
the  report  on  March  30,  1949,  which  con¬ 
tained  information  which  would  in  any  way 
account  for  all  or  any  part  of  this 
$366,643,129? 

To  which  the  Comptroller  General  re¬ 
plied  : 

In  reply  to  the  first  request  contained  in 
your  letter,  please  be  advised  that  there  was 
no  letter  written  to  you  subsequent  to  March 
30,  1949,  concerning  the  amount  of  $366,643,- 
129  recorded  as  due  from  sales  in  the  general 
commodities  purchase  program. 


Mr.  President,  these  letters  are  the 
same  ones  which  have  just  been  inserted 
in  the  Record,  and  which  had  been  pre¬ 
viously  inserted  in  the  Record,  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  17,  1950,  and  which  appear  at 
pages  1924  and  1925  of  the  Record. 

The  second  question  contained  in  my 
letter  was  as  follows: 

Will  you  please  advise  me  now  of  the  exact 
status  of  this  $366,643,129  which  was  in  ques¬ 
tion  as  of  March  30,  1949?  How  much  of  this 
amount  have  you  been  able  to  verify  and  how 
much  did  you  mark  off  because  it  could 
neither  be  supported  nor  verified? 

To  which  Mr.  Warren  replied: 

With  reference  to  the  second  request  con¬ 
tained  in  your  letter,  that  you  be  advised  now 
of  the  exact  status  of  the  $366,643,129  in  re¬ 
ceivables,  please  be  Informed  that  this  Office 
is  preparing  a  statement  as  to  the  subsequent 
status  of  the  receivables  account  and  it  will 
be  furnished  to  you  as  soon  as  it  is  available. 

In  other  words,  as  of  February  20, 
1950,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  officials  had  made  great 
efforts  to  give  the  impression  to  the 
press  that  all  this  money  had  been  ac¬ 
counted  for — and  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri,  who  sits  before  me, 
has  seen  some  of  the  press  accounts 
stating  that  all -  the  money  had  been 
accounted  for — yet,  after  this  report  had 
been  printed  in  the  press  and  given 
out,  which  was  nothing  less  than  a 
whitewash  report,  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  said  he  had  not  written  me  inform¬ 
ing  me  or  the  Senate  that  any  part  of 
the  money  had  been  accounted,  and 
at  the  same  time  he  said  he  was  only 
then,  as  of  February  20,  preparing  a 
statement  for  the  Congress  which  would 
be  submitted  in  a  reasonable  time. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Inasmuch  as  the 
Senator  mentioned  the  probability  of 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  taking  notice 
of  the  statement  in  the  press,  I  do  not 
think  I  should  claim  undue  diligence. 
I  do  not  recall  having  seen  such  articles 
in  the  press,  though  I  have  no  doubt  they 
were  there,  if  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  assures  us  they  were  there. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  They  were.  I  have 
many  of  the  headlines  here.  There  was 
quite  a  spread  in  the  Washington  Post. 
One  of  the  men  from  the  Comptroller 
General’s  office,  after  I  took  him  to  task, 
and  after  I  wrote  him,  thinking  he  might 
be  called  before  a  committee  to  ex¬ 
plain,  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Washington 
Post,  a  copy  of  which  was  printed,  but 
in  a  footnote  they  indicated  they  did 
not  exactly  believe  it. 

I  do  not  criticize  the  newspaper  neces¬ 
sarily,  because  in  reading  the  testimony 
I,  too,  gathered  the  impression  that 
there  was  a  deliberate  attempt  of  those 
testifying  before  the  committee  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  along  with  this  subordinate  in  the 
Comptroller  General’s  office,  to  give  the 
Impression  to  the  committee  and  to  the 
press  that  everything  was  accounted  for.  ■ 

I  talked  with  several  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
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following  that  day’s  hearing,  and  some 
of  them  also  were  of  the  same  under¬ 
standing.  So  I  am  not  criticizing  the 
press  for  its  wrong  understanding.  I  say 
that  any  Government  agency  which  is  as 
far  over  the  line  as  this  Government 
agency  is  had  better  be  careful  how  they 
come  down  here  and  try  to  whitewash, 
without  being  very  sure  that  they  have 
enough  to  cover  them  up. 

Thus,  on  February  21,  1950,  as  I  said, 
7  days  after  all  the  publicity  had  been 
given  out  that  the  accounts  of  this  Cor¬ 
poration  had  all  been  reconciled  and 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  was  un¬ 
duly  alarmed,  we  find  that  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  confirmed  the  fact  that 
as  of  February  21, 1950,  no  further  infor¬ 
mation  had  been  delivered  either  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  or  to  any  com¬ 
mittee  in  Congress  that  this  item  of 
$366,643,129  referred  to  in  his  report  of 
last  year  had  been  verified. 

I  call  particular  attention  to  the  fact 
that  not  only  was  this  letter  confirming 
this  fact  written  7  days  following  the 
whitewash  attempt  of  Mr.  Blakemore  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  Agricultural  Committee, 
but  it  also  follows  by  nearly  1  year  the 
statement  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Mr.  Charles  F.  Brannan,  himself, 
when,  on  Mai’ch  29,  1949,  he,  too,  made 
the  statement  that  “The  $350,000,000  was 
accounted  for.” 

Summarizing  briefly  the  record  to  this 
point  we  have  the  situation  where  on 
March  30,  1949,  the  Comptroller  General 
charged  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  with  having  items  on  their  books 
amounting  to  $366,000,000  which  they 
could  neither  support  nor  verify  and  that 
nearly  1  year  later,  February  21, 1950,  Mr. 
Warren  confirms  the  fact  that  as  far  as 
Congress  is  concerned,  or  as  far  as  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  concerned,  no 
further  explanation  of  this  item  had  been 
made. 

It  was  very  interesting  to  find  that  the 
files  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  did 
contain  copies  of  correspondence  ex¬ 
changed  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  former  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  under  the  date  of 
May  26,  1949,  relative  to  this  same  ques¬ 
tion.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  this 
correspondence  between  the  Comptroller 
General  and  the  former  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  took  place  2  months  follow¬ 
ing  my  original  disclosures.  In  this  cor¬ 
respondence  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  asked  the  fol¬ 
lowing  questions,  and  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate,  I  quote  the  questions  asked 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  along 
with  the  replies  which  he  received  to 
those  questions  from  the  Comptroller 
General. 

I  point  out  that  much  has  been  said 
to  the  effect  that  perhaps  Members  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  do  not  know 
the  condition  of  the  books  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration,  other  than  what  I  have  told 
them.  I  found  in  the  files  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson] 
had  written  the  Comptroller  General  to 
secure  some  information  himself  relative 
to  this  subject.  The  Senator’s  first  ques¬ 
tion  was: 

1.  On  page  6941  of  the  Congressional 
Record  for  Wednesday,  May  25,  1949,  Senator 
Williams,  of  Delaware,  makes  the  following 


statement:  “Every  statement  I  made  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  on  that  day  was  supported 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office.”  The  day 
referred  to  Is  March  25.  I  assume  you  have 
examined  that  Record  in  which  Mr.  Williams 
charges  that  a  million  dollars  worth  of  bar¬ 
ley  was  shipped  to  Russia  and  omitted  en¬ 
tirely  from  the  sales,  that  one  duplication 
of  $2,000,000  of  loans  could  not  be  recon¬ 
ciled  with  the  record  of  the  Corporation,  and 
that  over  $350,000,000  of  receivables  could 
not  be  supported  or  verified  because  of  faulty 
accounting  policies  and  poorly  devised  pro¬ 
cedures.  Was  Senator  Williams  correct  in 
stating  that  you  supported  everything  he 
said? 

And  the  Comptroller  General  replied: 

Each  statement,  as  you  have  just  sum¬ 
marized  it,  is  correct. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  asked 
this  second  question: 

2.  The  Senator’s  statement  on  May  25,  on 
page  6941,  could  lead  to  the  assumption  that 
fraud  existed  in  the  management  of  the 
Corporation.  Has  your  audit  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  disclosed  any 
fraud?  Incidentally,  I  notice  in  the  audit 
report  that  there  is  no  mention  of  fraud. 

And  the  Comptroller  General  replied 
in  a  letter  addressed  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico: 

The  audit  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  not  disclosed  that  fraud  existed, 
neither  has  it  disclosed  that  fraud  did  not 
exist.  That  is,  the  records  for  the  period 
covered  in  our  audit  report  in  many  cases 
are  simply  insufliclent  to  tell  us  or  anyone 
else  whether  fraud  existed  or  not. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  then 
asked  the  Comptroller  General  whether 
he  subscribed  to  the  following  statement 
which  evidently  had  been  made  by  a 
GAO  auditor  while  testifying  before  a 
congressional  committee  during  the  early 
part  of  1948: 

The  question  of  dishonesty  Is  not  raised 
in  any  point  in  our  report.  It  is  a  matter 
of  Inefficiency  in  the  accounting  set-up  and 
the  accumulated  errors.  It  is  a  matter  of 
accumulation  of  work  getting  behind  and 
errors  that  have  been  built  up  over  the  years 
rather  than  any  dishonesty. 

I  might  point  out  that  the  statement 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
asked  the  Comptroller  General  about  in 
his  letter  was  a  statement  made  by  one 
of  the  accounting  officers  who  testified 
before  a  congressional  committee. 

The  Comptroller  General  replied: 

I  do  subscribe  to  the  statement  as  far 
as  it  goes,  but  I  would  have  to  add  what  I 
have  Just  said  above;  that  is,  the  accumu¬ 
lated  errors  and  incompleteness  leave  it  un¬ 
proven  whether  fraud  could  or  could  not 
have  occurred.  However,  this  is  in  no  way 
to  be  taken  as  any  indication  that  our  audi¬ 
tors  reported  or  disclosed  any  fraud. 

In  other  words,  as  I  have  said  before, 
the  Comptroller  General  called  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  figure  $366,030,000.  Now  it  is 
said  it  is  down  to  $96,000,000.  It  is  true 
the  Comptroller  General  does  not  say 
there  is  any  fraud  in  disposing  or  get¬ 
ting  rid  of  that  $96,000,000,  nor  does  he 
say  there  is  not  fraud.  One’s  imagina¬ 
tion  can  be  stretched  any  way  one 
wishes.  If  one  is  liberal  minded  and  has 
a  good  opinion  of  all  those  connected 
with  the  Corporation  he  can  say  that  if 
the  records  were  reconstructed,  every¬ 
thing  would  be  found  to  be  in  order;  or 
if  one  is  a  little  suspicious  one  could  say 
that  it  would  all  be  fohnd  to  be  out  of 


order.  There  is  no  way  to  determine 
how  much,  if  any,  of  this  money  should 
be  accounted  for.  There  is  no  way  to 
determine  whether  there  is  any  fraud 
or  there  is  no  fraud.  I  agree  fully  with 
the  Comptroller  General  in  his  state¬ 
ment. 

I  emphasize  again  that  the  record 
shows,  as  pointed  out  by  Judge  Tarver’s 
committee,  that  one  of  the  responsible 
officials  of  this  Corporation — and  he  is 
holding  a  responsible  position  in  one  of 
the  division  of  the  Corporation  in  which 
the  records  were  in  worse  shape — was 
three  times  convicted  of  embezzlement. 
That  was  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
Corporation,  yet  he  was  thereafter  pro¬ 
moted  two  or  three  times,  and  he  was 
not  taken  from  that  position  until  an 
investigation  was  threatened  by  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  What  types  of  duties 
were  assigned  this  man  who  had  been 
convicted  three  times  of  embezzlement? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  He  was  in  charge 
of  the  general  storage  branch  division, 
the  department  which  was  most  out  of 
line,  in  which  was  kept  the  record  of 
inventories  of  what  came  in  and  what 
was  sent  out. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  What  is  the  name  of 
that  division?  The  Storage  Branch  Di¬ 
vision  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpor¬ 
ation? 

^Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Storage  Branch 
Division  of  the  War  Food  Division. 

While  it  is  a  matter  of  record  that 
the  man  did  have  a  criminal  record  at 
the  time  he  was  hired  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  that  it  was  called  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Congress,  I  do  not  say  that 
he  did  anything  dishonest  while  in  the 
employ  of  the  Government.  But  I  say 
one  would  not  hire  a  convicted  embezzler 
to  handle  one’s  money  in  a  bank. 

Thus  we  find,  as  I  said,  that  2  months 
after  the  Comptroller  General  had  first 
called  the  attention  of  Congress  to  the 
fact  that  $366,000,000  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  funds  could  not  be  supported  nor 
verified,  and  2  months  after  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Brannan,  had 
issued  his  erroneous  statement  that  all 
funds  had  been  accounted  for,  the 
Comptroller  General,- in  his  letter  dated 
May  26,  1949,  addressed  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  the  former  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  reiterated  his  position 
that  an  accounting  had  not  been  made, 
and  that  the  statements  I  had  made 
relative  to  the  affairs  of  this  Corpora¬ 
tion  were  in  accordance  with  the  situa¬ 
tion  which  the  Comptroller  General  had 
found  in  the  books  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Again,  in  a  letter 
dated  February  21,  1950,  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General  confirmed  that  his  Office 
even  then  had  not  submitted  any  fur¬ 
ther  reports  to  Congress  as  to  the  sub¬ 
sequent  status  of  the  $366,000,000  re¬ 
ceivables,  but  was  still  working  on  the 
preparation  of  such  a  statement  and  that 
it  would  be  submitted  as  soon  as  it  was 
available. 

That  is  the  statement  which  now  is 
before  us,  a  preliminary  summary  of 
which  was  submitted  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
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Forestry  on  March  31  of  this  year,  and 
the  full  report  was  handed  down  by  the 
Presiding  Oflacer  this  afternoon.  That 
is  the  statement  which  says  that  out 
of  $366,000,000,  the  Comptroller  General 
has  been  able  to  account,  now,  for  all 
but  the  $96,440,497. 

This  completely  contradicts  the  state¬ 
ments  which  have  been  made  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Brannan,  and 
other  pfficials  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  during  the  past  year  to  the 
effect  that  a  satisfactory  accounting  had 
been  made. 

Following  the  correspondence  referred 
to  above,  a  letter  was  received  from  the 
Honorable  Lindsay  C.  Warren,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  on  March  31,  1950,  as  I 
have  said,  concerning  this  $366,000,000. 
On  that  date  he  submitted  a  further  re¬ 
port  to  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas!. 
A  copy  of  the  letter  was  forwarded  to 
me.  The  chairman  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee  has  already  inserted  in  the 
Congressional  Record  a  copy  of  this  re¬ 
port  ;  therefore,  I  will  only  insert  at  this 
point  only  that  portion  of  the  report 
which  specifically  refers  to  the  $366,- 
000,000  item.  At  this  point  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  inserted  in  the 
Record  a  breakdown  of  this  amount  as 
itemized  by  the  Comptroller  General. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  breakdown  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Changes  in  the  balance  of  accounts  receiv¬ 
able  applicable  to  the  GCP  program  between 
June  30,  1945,  and  June  30,  1947,  based  on 
the  Corporation’s  accounting  records,  are 
summarized  in  the  following  tabulation: 


Debit  balance,  June  30,  1945 _ $366,  643, 129 

Transactions  during  fiscal  year 
ended  June  30,  1946:  Add 
charges  resulting  from  sales 
recorded  for  the  fiscal  year 
1946 _  963,  980,  885 


Total _  1,330,624,014 

Deduct  credits  representing 
for  the  most  part  cash  col¬ 
lections _  946,  714,  830 


Balance,  June  30,  1946—  383,  909, 184 

Transactions  during  fiscal 
year  ended  June  30,  1947: 

Add  charges  resulting  from 
sales  recorded  for  the  fiscal 
year  1947 _  211,  149,  236 


Total _  695,  058,  420 

Deduct  credits  representing 
for  the  most  part  cash  col¬ 
lections _  497,  436,  863 


Balance  June  30,  1947, 

before  adjustment 97,  621,  567 

Deduct  adjustment  to  reduce 
book  balance  of  accounts  re¬ 
ceivable  to  balance  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  liquidation 
project _  96,  440,  497 


Balance  June  30,  1947, 

after  adjustment _  1, 181,  070 


Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  that  report  was  submitted  for  the 
Record  yesterday  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  instead  of  by 
the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

From  this  report  it  can  be  seen  that 
as  of  June  30,  1947,  the  item  of  $96,440,- 


497  was  deducted  in  order  to  bring  the 
general  books  in  balance.  In  order  that 
there  might  be  no  misunderstanding  as 
to  whether  or  not  this  $96,440,497  repre¬ 
sented  that  amount  which  remained  as 
unaccounted  for  on  April  5,  1950,  I  di¬ 
rected  a  further  question  to  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  as  follows: 

On  page  3  of  the  enclosure  with  your  letter 
of  March  31,  1950,  a  copy  of  your  report  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  In  which  you  fur¬ 
nish  additional  information  relative  to  this 
$366,643,129  item,  I  note  the  item  of  $96,- 
440,497  identified  as  an  ‘‘adjustment  to  re¬ 
duce  book  balance  of  accounts  receivable  to 
balance  as  determined  by  the  liquidation 
project.” 

Am  I  correct  in  my  understanding  that 
this  item  of  $96,440,497  represents  an  amount 
which  was  subtracted  from  the  over-all  bal¬ 
ance  of  accounts  receivable  as  of  June  30, 
1947,  and  that  such  amount  was  subtracted 
in  order  to  bring  the  general  books  in  bal¬ 
ance  with  what  was  a  determined  balance 
after  the  liquidation  project  was  completed? 

To  that  question,  I  received  the  follow¬ 
ing  reply  the  same  date,  April  5,  1950, 
from  the  Comptroller  General: 

Your  understanding  is  correct  that  the 
item  of  $96,440,497  was  subtracted  from  the 
unadjusted  book  balance  of  accounts  re¬ 
ceivable  at  June  30,  1947. 

The  Comptroller  General  went  on  to 
explain  that  after  this  adjustment,  the 
balance  on  the  general  books  was  re¬ 
duced,  as  of  that  date,  to  $1,181,070  and 
that  this  amount  represented  the 
amounts  which  were  determined  to  be 
due. 

To  my  knowledge  this  is  the  only  ex¬ 
planation  which  has  ever  been  submitted 
to  Congress  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office  relative  to  an  accounting  for  the 
funds  expended  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  during  the  war  years.  We 
are  now  advised,  according  to  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  that  instead  of  an  ac¬ 
counting  having  been  rendered  for  the 
full  amount  of  $366,643,129,  over  $96,000,- 
000  was  subtracted  from  the  over-all 
accounts  in  order  to  bring  the  books  in 
balance  as  of  June  30,  1947. 

I  know  of  no  better  way  to  express  my 
opinion  of  the  irresponsible  bookkeeping 
policies  of  this  Corporation  than  to  quote 
a  statement  m.-de  by  the  Comptroller 
General,  who,  in  his  audit  report,  said: 

The  accounting  deficiencies  encountered 
were  so  substantial  and  the  inaccuracies 
cited  in  this  report  so  material  that  we  can¬ 
not  express  an  opinion  that  the  financial 
statements  prepared  by  the  Corporation 
present  fairly  the  financial  position  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 

I  know  of  no  greater  charge  that  has 
ever  been  made  against  the  loose  opera¬ 
tions  of  this  Corporation  than  that  made 
by  the  Comptroller  General  himself,  who, 
when  referring  to  the  difficulties  which 
his  auditors  experienced  in  auditing  the 
accounts  of  this  Corporation,  described 
their  greatest  handicap  as  being — 
the  apparent  lack  of  appreciation  by  the 
management  of  the  necessity  for  accurate 
financial  reporting. 

Apparently  the  reason  why  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  and  the  ofBcials  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  can 
take  the  attitude  that  they  do  not  have 
to  render  an  accurate  accounting  to  Con¬ 


gress  is  that  we  continuously  give  them 
all  they  ask  for;  and  except  as  some  Sen¬ 
ator  rises  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and 
criticizes  them  occasionally,  nothing 
ever  is  done  about  it. 

It  is  inexcusable  that  any  Government 
corporation  should  be  allowed  to  spend 
the  taxpayers’  money  in  such  a  manner, 
and  then  be  exempted  from  rendering  an 
accurate  accounting. 

Mr.  President,  I  notice  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  among 
other  Senators  now  in  the  chamber. 
If  at  any  time  he  wishes  or  any  of  the 
other  Senators  now  present  Wish  to  ask 
questions  about  this  matter,  I  hope  they 
will  feel  free  to  do  so,  because  I  do 
not  v/ant  any  inaccuracies  or  uncertain¬ 
ties  to  remain  in  their  minds  about  any 
of  these  matters.  All  the  quotations  I 
have  been  giving  come  from  the  reports 
of  the  Comptroller  General.  I  hope 
Senators  will  assist  me  in  finding  out 
where  this  money  has  gone. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  wish  to  be  sure 
that  I  understand  this  matter.  We  are 
talking  about  $96,000,000  which  is  un¬ 
explained  or  unaccounted  for. 

Am  I  correct  in  understanding  that  the 
books  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  under  the  heading  of  “Receiv¬ 
ables,”  indicate  that  there  should  be  on 
hand  $96,440,497  of  items  receivable, 
which  items  receivable  in  that  amount, 
however,  cannot  be  found?  Is  that  what 
the  situation  is? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Referring  again  to 
the  chart  which  I  previously  inserted, 
let  me  say  that  the  books  show  t*iat 
as  of  June  30,  1947,  there  remained 
$97,621,567  which  had  not  been  accounted 
for;  but  of  that  amount,  they  felt  rea¬ 
sonably  sure  they  did  know  where 
$181,070  of  it  belonged;  so  they  did  not 
include  that  amount  in  the  item  which 
is  listed  as  unaccounted  for. 

So  the  $96,440,497  was  deducted  from 
the  total  amount,  in  order  that  they 
might  balance  the  books;  and  the  $181,- 
070  was  carried  forward  as  an  item 
perhaps  to  be  collected  in  future  years. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  From  reading  the 
records  which  have  been  submitted  in 
the  last  few  minutes,  let  me  say  that  I 
was  familiar  with  the  facts  the  Senator 
has  narrated. 

We  talk  about  $96,440,497  which  was 
unaccounted  for.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  if  I  correctly  understand  the  situa¬ 
tion?  I  shall  be  grateful  to  him  if  he 
will  tell  me  if  I  am  in  error  about  it.  I 
understand  that  the  books  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  indicate,  un¬ 
der  the  heading  “Receivables” — receiv¬ 
ables  of  one  kind  or  another — that  there 
should  be  on  hand  $96,440,497  more  re¬ 
ceivables  than  can  be  found  anywhere 
under  the  heading  of  individual  accounts 
receivable  or  notes  or  other  items  receiv¬ 
able. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  my  under-, 
standing.  Realizing  that  the  records 
were  gone  and  that  they  would  not  be 
able  to  reconstruct  those  records,  they 
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merely  subtracted  this  amount  from  the 
receivables,  in  order  that  they  might  bal¬ 
ance  their  books  as  of  June  30, 1947. 

The  Comptroller  General  felt  that  he 
had  carried  this  amount  along  as  far  as 
he  should  and  as  far  as  it  was  reasonable 
to  expect  that  much  would  be  obtained 
in  the  way  of  collections. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Then,  as  I  under¬ 
stand — and  if  I  am  in  error,  I  wish  to  be 
corrected — the  books  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  indicate  that  it 
should  have  on  hand  somewhere,  in  some 
form,  receivables  aggregating  $96,440,- 
497,  which  cannot  be  found  in  any  form. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing,  and  that  amount  was  sub¬ 
tracted,  although  I  might  say  two  of  the 
officials  were  very  careful  to  caution  me 
against  using  the  words  “written  off.” 
One  of  them  said  that  if  we  used  the 
word  “write  off”  in  connection  with  the 
$96,000,000,  it  might  be  offensive  to 
the  taxpayers  or  somebody,  and  we 
would  not  want  to  offend  the  taxpayer, 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  So  the  $96,000,000 
is  merely  subtracted.  I  do  not  know 
what  difference  it  makes,  because  the 
money  is  gone.  They  say  they  do  not 
know  where  it  has  gone,  nor  how  they 
are  going  to  get  it.  I  really  do  not  see 
any  difference  between  saying  “written 
off”  and  “subtracted,”  but  I  am  going 
to  stick  to  it  and  use  the  word  “sub¬ 
tract.” 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  best  way  I  can  ex¬ 
plain,  in  a  fashion,  where  some  of  the 
books  went,  is  to  relate  this  incident: 
About  1947  or  1948,  my  office  received  a 
telephone  call.  A  young  lady  in  the 
office  answered.  Evidently  there  was  a 
girl  at  the  other  end  of  the  telephone. 
She  said,  “I  want  to  tell  the  Senator  that 
they  are  making  us  destroy  our  records.” 
Well,  whoever  it  was  in  my  office  who 
was  answering  the  telephone  said,  “Con¬ 
gress  has  passed  a  law  permitting  them 
to  destroy  old  records.”  The  girl  at  the 
other  end  of  the  line  said,  “But  they  are 
making  us  destroy  the  current  records.” 
She  was  asked,  “What  is  your  name?” 
She  replied,  “I  do  not  dare  tell  you.” 
She  W'as  asked,  “In  what  department  do 
you  work?”  She  again  replied,  “I  do 
not  dare  tell  you  that,  either.”  And  that 
is  all  we  found  out.  That  is  only  a  little 
incident.  I  have  not  the  slightest  idea 
what  department  it  was.  I  have  some 
Idea,  too.  I  do  not  think  it  was  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  may  say  I  think 
the  Comptroller  General  has  tried  to  do 
a  conscientious  job  in  rendering  an  ac¬ 
counting  to  the  Congress.  But,  if  the 
records  are  not  there,  what  can  he  do? 
He  can  only  audit  books  as  he  finds  them. 
He  says  there  are  simply  no  records  for 
the  $96,000,000.  Somebody  tried  to  say 
that  most  of  it  represents  transactions 
with  Government  agencies.  But  the 
Comptroller  General  said  that  there  is 
no  way  to  determine  what  percentage 
represented  transactions  with  a  Govern¬ 
ment  agency,  and  what  percentage  rep¬ 
resented  transactions  with  individuals. 


Again,  conceivably  it  could  all  be  with 
Government  agencies,  interdepartmental 
transactions.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
could  all  be  outside,  with  private  indus¬ 
try.  I  know  that  I  found  12  errors  which 
were  so  obvious  that  the  money  came 
back  in,  and  they  were  all  with  outsiders, 
not  any  with  Government  agencies.  And 
even  if  they  were  with  Government  agen¬ 
cies,  I  should  like  to  know  what  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  we  have  which  can  absorb 
$96,000,000  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation?  The  officials  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  do  not  know  who  got  it.  This 
agency  spends  it,  yet  it  does  not  know 
where  it  goes.  I  think  that  perhaps  it 
might  be  well  that  we  audit  the  entire 
Government. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

1  should  like  to  clarify,  if  I  can,  three 
or  four  of  the  matters  which  have  been 
touched  on  by  the  Senator.  Am  I  correct 
in  my  understanding  that  this  entire 
situation  applies  to  the  years  prior  to 
June  30,  1947,  and  particularly  to  the 
wartime  activities  of  the  War  Foods  Ad¬ 
ministration? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  report  which 
the  Comptroller  General  submitted  to 
the  Congress  on  the  30th  day  of  March 
1949,  covered  the  wartime  activities  of 
the  Corporation  for  a  3-year  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1945.  I  see  that  their  re¬ 
port,  which  has  just  been  submitted  to 
Congress  today,  the  preliminary  report 
of  which  was  submitted  to  the  Senator’s 
committee  on  the  31st  of  March,  covered 
the  activities  of  the  Corporation  for  the 

2  years  following  the  war,  or  the  2  years 
between  June  30,  1945,  and  June  30, 
1947. 

The  Comptroller  General  says  in  his 
report,  if  the  Senator  will  read  it,  that 
the  records  of  the  Corporation  were  so 
confusing  that  it  was  impossible  for  him 
to  separate  where  the  year  ended,  so  he 
merely  picked  up  from  where  he  left 
off,  as  I  understand,  beginning  with 
June  30, 1945,  or  July  1,  1945.  He  started 
out  with  an  item,  as  can  be  seen  from  this 
report  just  inserted  in  the  Record,  that 
had  a  balance  of  $366,643,129,  which  had 
not  been  accounted  for. 

Now,  during  the  2  years  of  their  trans¬ 
actions,  itemized  in  this  report,  a  sum¬ 
mary  of  which  I  have  just  inserted  in 
the  Record,  which  ran  into  more  than 
$1,000,000,000  altogether,  it  was  found 
that  those  transactions  ended  on  June 
30,  1947,  were  $96,440,497  unaccounted 
for.  I  do  not  see  that  in  the  report,  and 
I  do  not  think  the  Comptroller  General 
could  tell  whether  this  $96,000,000  could 
all  be  dated  back  in  the  war  years.  If  we 
had  the  records,  it  might  be  found  that  it 
all  dated  back  to  the  war  years.  I  think 
that  is  what  the  Senator  from  Florida  is 
driving  at. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  possible  that  a 
part  or  all  of  it  could  have  been  in  the 
years  1946  and  1947.  In  other  words, 
in  1945  there  was  a  preliminary  report. 
This  is  another  Interim  report,  with  the 
final  report  coming  down  for  the  years 
1948  and  1949,  at  some  time,  if  and  when, 
if  ever,  they  are  submitted  to  Congress, 


or  if  and  when  Congress,  if  ever,  becomes 
sufficiently  interested  to  demand  that 
the  reports  come  to  the  Senate.  It  is 
possible  that  in  the  reports  which  will 
come  to  us  subsequent  to  the  report  we 
have  here  tonight,  it  will  be  shown  that 
some  of  the  $96,000,000  will  be  accounted 
for,  or  found.  I  found  $450,000  of  it  in 
the  office,  by  merely  checking  through  a 
few  items  which  were  sticking  out  like 
sore  thumbs.  But  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  Department  has  found  any  of  it,  or 
whether  it  has  not.  I  doubt  whether  the 
Senator  from  Florida  knows,  because  we 
do  not  have  the  reports. 

That  is  why  I  say  we  should  not  pass 
this  authorization  of  $2,000,000,000.  Let 
us  merely  tell  the  Government  depart¬ 
ments  that  if  they  want  any  money,  they 
must  send  their  books  here.  Let  us  tell 
them  there  will  be  no  money  unless  they 
send  their  books  to  Congress,  and  we 
will  wait  just  as  long  as  they  want  to 
wait.  We  will  close  up  the  job,  if  the 
reports  are  not  sent.  It  might  be  a  good 
idea  to  adopt  an  amendment  saying  that 
the  salaries  of  all  these  officials  shall  be 
automatically  suspended  until  such  time 
as  the  books  are  made  available  to  Con¬ 
gress,  that  they  are  off  the  payroll,  and 
there  will  be  no  pay.  In  that  event,  I 
would  say  we  would  get  the  reports  in 
short  order.  But,  if  no  one  manifests 
any  concern,  we  shall  never  get  the 
books.  If  I  were  in  such  an  office  I 
would  never  send  the  books  to  Congress 
if  I  thought  they  contained  some  infor¬ 
mation  of  which  I  was  ashamed.  The 
Lord  knows  I  would  be  ashamed  of  the 
information  furnished  in  this  instance, 
if  I  were  the  head  of  the  Corporation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  think  the  Senator 
knows  that  he  has  been  scarcely  more 
severe  on  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  than  has  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida.  Let  me  state  for  the  Record  what 
I  understand  the  situation  is,  so  that 
it  may  be  clear,  if  I  understand  it  cor¬ 
rectly.  The  account  which  first  came  to 
the  Senate  committee,  in  May  1949,  I 
believe - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  March,  I  think  it 
was. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  March  1949?  It 
covered  the  three  war  years  beginning 
July  1,  1942,  and  ending  June  30,  1945. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  For  the  3  years  of  the 
greatest  activity  of  the  war;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  And  according  to 
that  series  of  three  annual  statements, 
brought  together  for  the  purpose  of  cov¬ 
ering  the  war  activities,  there  was  at 
that  time  an  apparent  unexplained  in¬ 
vestment  of  some  $366,000,000,  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  further  correct 
that  in  the  completion  and  bringing  for¬ 
ward  of  that  accounting  to  cover  the 
next  2  years,  by  the  account  which  was 
filed  yesterday,  apparently  the  discrep¬ 
ancy  in  the  amount  of  $366,000,000  has 
now  been  reduced  to  the  sum  of 
$96,000,000? 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct.  To 
be  exact,  it  is  $96,440,000. 

IVfr.  HOLLAND.  I  assume  the  Senator 
will  be  willing  to  concede  for  the  record 
that  the  committee  of  the  Senate  to 
which  he  very  properly  brought  this  mat¬ 
ter,  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  did,  upon  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Florida,  supported 
by  every  other  member  of  the  committee, 
insist  upon  getting  this  checking  done 
in  an  effort  to  bring  it  to  just  as  clean 
a  position  as  was  possible. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 
The  Senator  from  Florida  was  present  on 
the  day  I  appeared  before  the  committee 
and  made  a  request  that  before  the  bill 
was  brought  to  the  Senate  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  asked  to  consider  it,  the  books  be  ob¬ 
tained  in  order  that  we  might  intelli¬ 
gently  arrive  at  a  decision.  It  was  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  Florida,  and 
I  appreciate  it  very  much,  that  was  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  demand  for  the  books. 
However,  I  point  out  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida  that  the  committee  has  ac¬ 
complished  only  half  its  job.  It  has  the 
books  for  the  yeai’s  1946  and  1947,  but 
the  books  for  1948  and  1949  have  not 
been  delivered  to  the  Congress.  Does  not 
the  Senator  from  Florida  feel  that  he 
owes  it  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware, 
who  is  suspicious  of  the  Corporation,  and 
to  himself,  who  is  equally  suspicious  and 
critical,  and  to  many  other  Members  of 
the  Senate  who  have  every  reason  to  be 
suspicious,  to  help  me  insist  that  these 
books  be  presented  before  we  are  asked 
for  any  more  money? 

I  offered  an  amendment  to  the  bill 
this  afternoon,  which  was  defeated.  I 
am  willing  to  abide  by  the  decision  of 
the  Senate  on  that  matter,  but  I  feel,  the 
Senate  having  defeated  the  amendment 
and  having  decided  to  continue  support 
prices,  that  it  should  provide  adequate 
funds  to  carry  out  the  law  which  we  have 
said  is  going  to  remain  on  the  books. 
But  let  us  get  an  accounting.  I  think 
we  owe  that  much  to  the  people  back 
home.  I  do  not  think  we  can  expect  to 
go  back  home  and  face  the  people  and 
say  we  gave  $2,000,000,000  to  a  Govern¬ 
ment  corporation  which  is  spending  our 
money  in  some  way,  we  do  not  know  how. 
We  do  not  know  whether  they  are  put¬ 
ting  it  into  their  pockets;  we  do  not  say 
they  are  or  that  they  are  not.  We  just 
say  we  do  not  know.  There  seems  to  be 
a  lack  of  concern. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  differ  very  strongly 
with  the  Senator’s  last  statement  as  to 
a  lack  of  concern  in  the  matter,  because 
the  Senate  today  has  shown  its  great 
concern,  and  the  matter  has  been  very 
largely  cleared  up  under  the  direction  of 
the  Senate  committee.  However,  I 
thoroughly  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  that  we  should  continue  the 
check  on  what  happened  to  the  $96,000,- 
000  of  wartime  expenditures.  I  think 
we  have  every  reason  to  believe  that 
every  dollar  of  it  was  expended  in  the 
course  of  the  war.  Is  the  Senator  able 
to  state  for  the  Record  the  entire  amount 
of  war  financing  by  way  of  advancement 
for  the  production  of  crops,  advancement 


upon  crops,  the  purchase  of  crops,  and 
the  purchase  of  food  for  our  allies,  and 
so  forth?  Does  he  know  the  entire 
amount  of  such  handling  by  the  War 
Food  Administration  during  the  war 
years? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  information 
has  been  placed  in  the  Record  in  the  last 
few  days. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  something  over 
$8,000,000,000,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Then  the  real  ques¬ 
tion  is  a  question  of  the  $96,000,000  being 
accounted  for  out  of  more  than  $8,000,- 
000,000  of  expenditures  during  the  war 
period  and  without  any  showing  at  all  of 
any  of  it  having  resulted  from  irregu¬ 
larities  since  the  war  period.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  one  of  the 
arguments  used  by  the  Department  offi¬ 
cials,  that  perhaps  we  are  unduly  con¬ 
cerned,  because  one  of  them  pointed  out 
that,  after  all,  it  is  less  than  1  percent 
inaccurate,  and  that  it  is  99 -percent  ac¬ 
curate.  But  let  us  suppose  that  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Motors  Co.,  or  one  of  our  other  big 
corporations,  was  doing  $100,000,000 
worth  of  business  annually  and  could  ac¬ 
count  for  only  $99,000,000  when  they  sent 
their  report  to  Uncle  Sam,  and  they  said, 
“We  do  not  know  just  where  that  1  per¬ 
cent  went,  but  do  not  be  concerned,  be¬ 
cause  if  we  had  the  records  it  would  be 
lovely.”  They  would  go  to  jail. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  a  moment. 

I  say  this  Government  corporation 
should  be  called  upon  for  the  same  sort 
of  accounting  that  is  required  of  every 
other  Government  corporation.  We  do 
not  excuse  a  Government  corporation 
from  rendering  an  accounting  because 
of  the  fact  that  there  was  a  war  going 
on,  and  it  might  have  lost  the  records. 
The  thing  which  concerns  me  is  the  fact 
of  the  absence  of  records.  As  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  pointed 
out,  it  is  a  dangerous  situation  to  allow 
to  exist  in  government. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  would  simply  like  to 
assure  the  Senator  that  not  only  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  but,  I  am  sure,  every 
other  member  of  the  committee  is  just 
as  anxious  as  is  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  to  have  the  very  last  word  of  in¬ 
formation  about  this  unexplained 
amount  of  $96,000,000,  but  the  Senator 
from  Florida  is  not  willing  to  penalize  or 
cripple  the  agricultural  producers  of 
this  Nation  in  the  event  they  need 
further  advancements  now  or  in  the 
future  simply  because  in  the  hurly-burly 
of  the  war  years  1  percent  of  the  money 
spent  then  for  food  is  unaccounted  for. 
The  Senator  is  correct  in  his  insistence 
that  we  should  continue  diligently  to  get 
a  record  explanation,  but  1-  think  the 
Senator  must  realize  that  we  are  ac¬ 
countable  to  the  people  of  the  Nation 
and  to  the  agricultural  producing  part 
of  the  Nation,  if  we  are  to  have  a  support 
program  under  the  laws  we  have  passed. 


to  see  that  the  funds  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  are  adequate  to  meet 
the  needs  created  and  recognized  under 
the  program. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  might  point  out  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida  that  I  have  no 
intention  of  wrecking  the  a,gricultural 
program.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  has  more  than  $1,000,000,009  re¬ 
maining  in  borrowing  authority  which 
it  can  use  in  carrying  out  the  existing 
law.  I  am  not  referring  exclusively  to 
the  $96,000,000.  I  agree  with  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  that  in  the  absence  of 
records,  and  as  far  removed  as  we  are 
from  the  period  in  which  the  shortage 
occurred,  I  doubt  that  any  useful  pur¬ 
pose  would  be  served  by  further  action. 
Perhaps  he  is  right.  We  do  not  know,  as 
Members  of  the  Senate,  what  the  records 
of  the  Corporation  show,  not  only  for  the 
war  years,  but  for  the  years  1948  and 
1949. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  right  at  that  point? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senate  Comit- 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  in¬ 
sistently  requested  the  completion  to 
date  of  the  accounting,  not  only  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  but  the 
checking  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  so  that  we  may  be  right  up  to  date. 
The  Senator  may  recall  that  while  he 
was  present,  at  the  time  the  committee, 
upon  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  demanded  the  bringing  down  to 
date  of  the  wartime  audits,  we  also  de¬ 
manded  reports  for  the  next  2  years  to 
bring  it  down  to  the  last  year  prior  to 
that  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  recall  that.  But 
let  us  say,  “Get  the  books  in.  No  books, 
no  money.”  If  we  should  say  that,  I 
think  the  books  would  be  here  in  less 
than  30  days.  So  far  as  I  know,  if  and 
wh'^n  the  books  for  the  years  1948  and 
1949  arrive,  they  may  be  100  percent  in 
order.  I  am  not  asking  for  the  books  on 
the  basis  that  I  have  any  reason  to  think 
they  are  out  of  line.  I  know  they  are 
out  $96,000,000,  because  we  have  been 
told  that  that  is  the  fact.  But  as  to  what 
has  happened  in  the  past  2  years,  I  do 
not  know,  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
does  not  know.  I  think  it  is  our  duty  to 
know.  I  think  if  we  say  tonight  that 
they  will  not  get  any  money  until  they 
send  the  books  here,  the  books  will  be 
here  in  less  than  2  weeks. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  say  that 
for  the  past  4  years  at  least  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  has 
persistently  tried  to  get  an  accurate  ac¬ 
counting  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  affairs.  I  should  also  like  to  say 
that  so  far  as  the  $96,000,000  which  are 
missing  are  concerned,  I  presume  we 
shall  never  find  them.  They  are  prob¬ 
ably  lost  and  gone  forever.  However, 
what  discourages  me  is  that  this  after¬ 
noon  when  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
offered  an  amendment  which  would 
have  required  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  keep  their  books  in  prop¬ 
er  order  from  now  on,  the  proposed 
amendment  was  defeated  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  by  a  strict  party  vote. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  reply  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  I  should  like  to  say 
that  I,  too,  think  it  is  most  unfortunate 
that  the  amendment  should  have  been 
defeated  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  simply  could  not  un¬ 
derstand  it  at  all. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Neither  could  I,  be¬ 
cause  the  amendment  merely  provided 
in  plain  language  what  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  said  he  wanted  when  he  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Senator’s  committee 
in  making  application  for  this  loan. 
There  was  no  testimony  against  the  pro¬ 
posal.  Senators  on  the  other  side  in  de¬ 
bate  said  that  their  intention  was  to 
carry  out  the  purpose  of  that  amend¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  understand  it  at  all.  I 
know  that  the  Department  was  very 
much- in  accord  with  the  substance  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Vermont.  Perhaps  we  made  a  mis¬ 
take.  I  think  the  time  has  come  when 
we  must  speak  in  a  little  stronger  lan¬ 
guage  to  the  Departments.  The  lan¬ 
guage  which  they  will  understand,  and 
perhaps  the  only  language  which  they 
will  understand,  is  for  us  to  take  away 
their  money. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  it  would  go  very 
far  in  restoring  the  confidence  of  the 
people  if  some  of  the  Senators  who  voted 
against  the  amendment  would  move  to 
reconsider  it  and  vote  for  its  adoption, 
because  it  is  something  which  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  has  been  trying  to  get 
for  a  long  time,  namely,  an  accurate 
keeping  of  the  books. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Doubtless  an  inspec¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
would  justify  his  expressions  about  it. 

However,  so  that  the  Record  may  be 
clear,  I  shall  have  to  say  in  complete 
candor  no  such  amendment  was  before 
us  in  committee.  No  such  amendment 
was  ever  read  by  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  except  when  the  debate  came  up. 
The  Senator  from  Florida,  speaking  only 
for  himself,  did  not  know  such  an 
amendment  had  been  prepared  until  we 
debated  this  issue.  No  chance  was  given 
the  Committee  or  the  Senators  to  con¬ 
sider  any  such  amendment.  So  far  as 
the  Senator  from  Florida  was  concerned, 
he  thought  that  no  such  far-reaching 
change  in  the  law  could  be  properly  made 
by  an  amendment  which  was  offered 
during  debate  on  the  bill.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  will  join  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  and  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  to  bring  about  sounder  bookkeep¬ 
ing  and  speedier  accounting.  He  did  not 
feel  that  in  a  measure  of  this  type  such 
last-minute  effort  was  at  all  consonant 
with  the  importance  of  the  whole  matter. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  should  like  to  reply 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida  by  saying 
that  it  was  not  exactly  a  last-minute  ef¬ 
fort.  There  was  some  testimony  along 
this  line,  as  I  understand,  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  shall  yield  in  a  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont.  However,  the 
amendment  which  was  offered  today  was 
discussed  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and 
notice  was  served  that  an  amendment  of 
such  a  character  would  be  offered  to  the 
Senate  today.  I  know  that  the  Senate 
was  put  on  notice  that  the  amendment 
would  be  offered. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Unfortunately  or  for¬ 
tunately,  I  was  able  this  last  week  end  to 
make  my  first  visit  to  my  home  in  Flor¬ 
ida  since  January,  and  I  arrived  back  in 
Washington  at  noon  today.  I  would  not 
challenge  the  accuracy  of  the  Senator, 
but  th'R  first  information  I  had  about  any 
such  amendment  was  today  when  the 
measure  was  under  debate.  It  was  so  far- 
reaching,  I  decided  to  vote  against  it.  I 
do  not  feel  that  I  need  make  any  apology 
to  anyone  for  doing  so.  I  feel  that  I 
would  owe  an  explanation  to  someone  if 
I  were  to  vote  for  any  such  far-reaching 
amendment  without  having  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  study  it  before  it  was  offered 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  first  called 
to  my  attention  when  the  Clerk  read  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  must  admit  that  I  was 
surprised  not  to  get  some  support  for 
the  amendment  from  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle,  because  the  subject  matter  of 
the  proposed  amendment  was  discussed 
many  times  in  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry.  I  have  before  me 
the  report  of  the  hearings  on  the  borrow¬ 
ing  authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  which  were  held  on  January 
24.  1950,  and  later.  On  January  24, 
the  subject  matter  which  was  covered  by 
the  amendment  I  offered  was  discussed  in 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Was  an  amendment 
offered? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No.  The  situation  which 
prompted  the  amendment  was  discussed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No  amendment  was 
prepared,  no  amendment  was  considered, 
and  no  amendment  was  offered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  condition  which 
prompted  the  amendment  was  discussed 
at  pages  5  and  6.  I  expect  to  receive 
another  part  of  this  report  shortly.  There 
was  no  amendment  offered,  because  at 
that  time  we  thought  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  had  changed  their 
method  of  bookkeeping.  When  they 
showed  how  short  they  were  of  money 
they  added  back  into  their  liabilities 
chargeable  against  their  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  the  sum  of  $700,000,000,  which 
they  had  previously  deleted  from  the 
amount  which  they  had  charged  against 
the  borrowing  authority. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  correct  to  say,  is 
it  not,  that  no  amendment  was  prepared  ? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  None  was  submitted 
and  none  was  considered  in  committee? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  The 
situation  which  prompted  the  amend¬ 
ment  had  been  considered  many  times. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  have  understood  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  to  say  that  in 
its  view  it  has  not  been  established 
whether  all  or  part  of  the  apparent 
$96,000,000  loss  occurred  during  the  war 
years,  or  in  the  years  1946  and  1947. 
May  I  ask  if  my  understanding  is  correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  would  say  that  I 
do  not  think  the  record  shows  exactly 
what  the  situation  is  as  to  that.  How¬ 
ever,  if  I  were  to  make  a  guess  I  would 
say  a  large  percentage  of  it  was  a  carry¬ 
over  from  the  war  years. 


Mr.  CAIN.  But  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  not  certain  that  the  loss  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  war  years? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No.  The  $366,000,- 
000  loss  which  was  unaccounted  for  oc¬ 
curred  during  the  war  years.  All  of  it 
was  found  except  $96,000,000.  All  of  it 
was  found  during  the  years  1946  and 
1947,  except  the  $96,000,000.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  referred  to  it  as  a 
loss.  I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  say  that  I 
do  not  know  whether  it  is  a  loss  or  an 
asset.  It  depends  entirely  on  one’s  im¬ 
agination.  Ninety-six  million  dollars  is 
on  the  books.  The  $96,000,000  was  sub¬ 
tracted  from  the  books  so  that  the  books 
could  be  balanced.  There  are  no  records 
to  offset  those  items. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  asked  the  Senator  the 
question  because  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  took  as  his  basic  assumption  that  all 
of  the  $96,000,000  disappeared  or  was 
subtracted,  was  lost,  or  jumped  out  the 
window  during  the  war  years,  not  during 
1946  and  1947,  as  I  thought  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  indicated  a  part  of  it  may 
have  disappeared. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  My  understanding 
from  the  questions  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  was  that  he,  too,  thought  that 
he  would  guess  that  a  large  percentage 
of  it  occurred  in  the  war  years,  and  I 
would  agree  with  him  on  that.  I  have 
every  reason  to  believe  that  a  large  per¬ 
centage  of  it  would  be,  or  perhaps  all  of 
it  would  be,  but  from  the  books  I  would 
not  want  to  say  that  any  part  of  it  was. 
It  was  $366,000,000  a  year  ago.  It  is 
$96,000,000  today.  We  are  told  that  is 
about  the  best  we  can  expect. 

Mr.  CAIN.  The  truth  remains,  cer¬ 
tainly,  in  doubt  as  of  this  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 
There  is  a  possibility  that  in  the  report 
which  will  come  later  some  of  the  $96,- 
000,000  may  be  found.  Unofficially  I  have 
been  advised  that  a  few  million  dollars 
of  it  have  been  found.  So  that  it  would 
go  to  show  that  the  account  could  be 
reconstructed.  I  know  that  I  found  a 
dozen  errors  in  collections.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  will  confirm  that.  I  know  unoffi¬ 
cially  collections  will  run  into  perhaps  a 
few  million  dollars.  I  would  not  want  to 
say  definitely,  but  I  have  reason  to  feel 
that  when  we  get  the  books  here  a  little 
bit  more  will  have  been  found.  Perhaps 
they  may  have  been  a  little  more  ener¬ 
getic  during  the  last  12  months.  Thaf 
is  why  I  want  the  books  for  1948  and 
1949.  I  want  to  know  what  they  have 
done  in  the  last  12  months. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
feel  that  a  set  of  books,  even  though  they 
are  dealing  in  millions,  or  even  billions, 
should  be  unable  to  show  $96,000,000? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  there  is  no  ex¬ 
cuse  whatever  for  the  books  not  being 
in  balance. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  But  would  not  they 
have  a  considerable  amount  of  cash  in 
the'bank  or  in  the  Treasury  if  they  had 
this  amount  as  a  surplus? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Frankly,  I  do  not  un¬ 
derstand  how,  with  any  reasonable  effort 
to  keep  books,  it  is  possible  to  drop  $96,- 
000,000  by  the  wayside. 
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Mr.  FERGUSON.  Could  it  be  that 
they  have  outstanding  accounts,  and  did 
not  want  to  collect  them,  have  been  car¬ 
rying  them  on  their  books  or  in  some 
separate  ledger? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  one  instance  of 
which  I  spoke  before,  which  was  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  $45,000,  from  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  was 
not  even  on  their  books.  It  was  just 
an  item  which  had  been  dropped  back 
several  years  ago,  and  yet  when  it  was 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  firm — I 
will  give  the  name  later — the  firm  looked 
over  the  books  and  decided,  “I  guess  we 
do  owe  the  Government” — for  a  couple 
of  cars  of  meat  they  did  not  ship.  So 
the  money  came  a  couple  of  hours  after 
I  said  I  would  not  take  no  for  an  an¬ 
swer. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  In  other  words,  this 
money  could  be  on  outstanding  accounts, 
and  not  recorded  in  the  books,  so  that 
they  would  never  be  paid? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  As  I  see  it,  one  could 
stretch  his  imagination  one  way  and 
every  dollar  of  it  could  represent  out¬ 
standing  accounts;  on  the  other  hand, 
not  a  dollar  of  it  might. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  did 
find  $45,000,  however? 

Mr,  WILLIAMS.  I  found  that  in  one 
item. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  it  was  not  on 
the  books,  and  later  when  they  discov¬ 
ered  it,  the  company  paid  it? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct;  and 
the  amazing  thing  is  that  the  books  bal¬ 
anced  before  I  found  it.  The  books  were 
in  balance  before  I  found  it.  That  is 
what  I  do  not  understand. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  that  I  may  ask  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  a  Question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  has  indicated  something  which 
seems  strange.  He  made  a  statement 
somewhat  to  this  effect,  that  when  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  discov¬ 
ered  they  wanted  more  borrowing  power 
they  then  set  up  on  their  books  accounts 
to  show  that  they  had  extended  much 
more  credit  than  previously  shown  by 
the  books.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  was  the  sequel.  Up 
until  March  31,  1949,  they  had  included 
on  their  books  as  liabilities  chargeable 
against  the  borrowing  authority  several  . 
items,  such  as  program  commitments 
outstanding,  loans  approved  but  not  fully 
processed,  which  undoubtedly  were  lia¬ 
bilities,  accrued  liabilities;  bills  payable;  ' 
producers’  equity  in  a  cotton  pool,  which 
amounts  to  a  few  hundred  thousand  dol¬ 
lars;  and  a  few  other  items. 

Until  March  31,  1949,  they  carried 
those  items  as  liabilities  chargeable 
against  their  borrowing  authority.  Then 
on  April  30,  1949,  they  came  out  with  an 
entirely  different  looking  report,  and  for 
some  time  I  could  not  figure  it  out. 

Finally,  I  asked  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  OflBce  to  see  if  they  could  find  out  how 
this  great  drop  in  liabilities  had  oc¬ 
curred.  They  reported  to  me  that  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  had 
dropped  from  their  list  of  liabilities  bills 
payable,  loans  agreed  to  but  the  checks 
not  actually  being  written,  and  several 
other  items,  amounting  to  about  a  billion 
and  a  quarter  dollars. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  About  a  billion  and 
a  quarter  dollars? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  About  a  billion  and  a 
quarter  dollars.  At  that  time  they 
wanted  to  see  how  little  the  program  was 
costing^ 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
hearing — a  biUion  and  a  quarter  dollars, 
did  the  Senator  say? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  It  was 
a  billion  and  a  quarter  dollars  that  they 
had  ben  carrying  along  in  items  charge¬ 
able  against  the  borrowing  authority, 
which  they  decided  to  drop  on  April  30, 
1949,  which  were  their  liabilities  of 
March  31,  1949.  They  amounted  to 
about  a  billion  and  a  quarter  dollars  at 
that  time. 

That  gives  them  a  much  larger  balance 
of  borrowing  authority  to  be  charged 
against  their  four  and  three-quarter  bil¬ 
lion  dollars.  However,  it  gets  along  to 
this  spring,  and  they  want  to  get  as  much 
added  as  possible  to  the  borrowing  au¬ 
thority,  presumably  under  the  assump¬ 
tion  that  it  might  be  the  last  chance  for 
a  long  time - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  To  get  it  increased? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  So  they  go  to  work,  and 
in  estimating  their  liabilities  chargeable 
against  the  borrowing  authority,  they 
put  back  $700,000,000. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Which  they  had 
taken  out  the  year  before? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Which  they  had  taken 
out  the  year  before. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  What  system  of  book¬ 
keeping  did  they  use;  does  the  Senator 
know? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  they  used  their 
own. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Was  that  the 
Brannan  plan  of  bookkeeping? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  they 
did  change  the  bookkeeping  exactly  a 
week  before  Secretary  Brannan  pre¬ 
sented  his  plan  to  the  Congress.  They 
changed  it  on  the  31st  of  March  1949, 
and  the  Brannan  plan  was  presented  to 
Congress  on  the  7th  of  April.  I  am  not 
sure  there  is  any  connection  between  the 
two. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  I  submit  to  the  Senator 
that  it  must  be  a  remarkable  thing  if 
a  corporation  of  the  Government  can 
drop  out  of  the  balance  sheet  a  billion 
dollars  in  accounts  payable  and  not  put 
something  else  on  the  balance  sheet. 
How  did  they  make  it  square,  or  balance? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  has  not  balanced  for 
several  years.  It  is  not  balanced  yet. 
That  is  what  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  is  complaining  of. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  As  this  goes  across  the 
country,  and  the  people  see  this  fiasco 
going  on,  there  is  going  to  be  some  right¬ 
eous  indignation  among  them,  and  God 
help  those  who  get  in  their  way.  When 
a  man  gets  to  the  place  where  he  can 
throw  to  the  winds  a  billion  dollars  and 
more  of  liabilities,  it  is  a  marvelous  sys¬ 
tem.  I  should  like  to  know  how  to  do  it. 
I  have  some  liabilities  I  would  like  to  get 
rid  of  myself. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Comptroller  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  ex¬ 
plained  it  to  the  committee  this  year  by 


saying  that  they  concluded  that  those 
figures  which  they  had  carried  as  lia¬ 
bilities  were  unrealistic.  Whenever  I 
have  had  bills  payable  I  have  not  called 
them  unrealistic;  I  have  expected  to  have 
to  pay  them  some  time.  Nevertheless, 
they  wrote  them  out  of  the  liabilities 
which  were  chargeable  against  their  bor¬ 
rowing  authority. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  I 
should  like  to  say,  in  concurring  in  what 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  just 
stated,  that  it  is  inconceivable  that  Con¬ 
gress  would  allow  a  corporation  to  con¬ 
tinue  any  such  accounting  policy.  It  is 
true,  in  my  opinion,  and  I  agree  fully 
with  the  Senator  from  Vermont  that  the 
amendment  which  he  offered  this  after¬ 
noon  would  have  tightened  up  the  con¬ 
trols  over  this  Corporation  to  the  extent 
that  it  might  well  mean  the  defeat  of  the 
amendment,  and  now  that  it  has  been 
defeated,  it  more  or  less  estabUshes  a 
policy  on  the  part  of  Congress  that  W’e 
do  not  expect  those  liabilities  to  be  in¬ 
cluded,  which  would  give  them  from 
five  to  seven  hundred  million  dollars 
extra. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  the  unfortunate 
part  of  it.  If  they  did  not  need  the 
money,  then  in  my  opinion  they  did  not 
need  the  $2,000,000,000,  and  probably 
could  have  gotten  along  with  $1,000,- 
000,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 
Their  actual  statutory  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  as  of  April  30  was  a  billion  and 
a  quarter  dollars.  They  claimed  they 
needed  this  extra  authority  because  they 
had  a  lot  of  accounts  outstanding.  They 
had  only  four  or  five  hundred  million 
dollars  outstanding.  The  defeat  of  the 
amendment,  which  provided  they  must 
continue  to  account  for  the  liabilities 
means  they  can  leave  them  out,  and  they 
have  actually  gotten  this  afternoon  not 
$2,000,000,000,  but  two  billion  and  in  ad¬ 
dition  from  five  to  seven  hundred  million 
dollars. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
that  under  the  old  method  of  accounting, 
when  bills  payable  and  other  items  were 
classed  as  liabilities,  on  March  31,  1949, 
they  had  available  borrowing  authority 
of  $1,477,360,614.23.  Under  the  new 
method  of  bookkeeping  they  had  at  the 
end  of  April  1950,  $1,205,360,670.55.  If 
they  had  carried  along  these  items  as 
liabilities,  as  they  had  been  doing  13 
months  previously,  they  would  have  had 
borrowing  authority  of  about  $700,000,- 
000  less,  or,  roughly,  $500,000,000  on 
hand. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri. 

Ml-.  DONNELL.  Along  the  line  of  the 
Inquiry,  which  I  thought  was  very  perti¬ 
nent  and  in  point,  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  a  few  questions. 

In  the  first  place,  am  I  correct  in 
understanding  that  the  Senator  read  to 
us  this  evening  from  a  letter  or  letters 
from  the  Comptroller  General  that  it  is 
not  shown,  as  to  the  $366,643,129,  either 
that  fraud  existed  or  that  fraud  did  not 
exist? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  DONNELL.  As  I  understand,  the 
$96,440,497  is  a  part  of  the  $366,643,129. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  assume  it  might 
be  so  interpreted,  and  I  think  that  it  is. 
But  I  am  not  sure  myself;  and  I  do  not 
think  we  could  be  sure  from  this  report. 
A  part  of  it  might  be  an  accumulation  of 
errors  which  took  place  during  the  years 
1946  and  1947. 

But  the  net  result  is  that  they  started 
out  on  June  30,  1945,  with  $366,000,000, 
we  will  call  it,  of  accumulated  errors  at 
this  point,  and  after  operating  2  years, 
either  making  other  errors  or  not,  they 
ended  up  on  June  30,  1947,  with  $96,- 
440,000  which  they  said,  “We  simply  can¬ 
not  reconcile.”  As  I  said  before,  we  start 
out  on  July  1,  1947,  with  that  item,  and 
perhaps  we  may  find  some  more.  I 
know  that  I  found,  as  I  said,  about 
$50,000  or  $60,000  of  it  myself,  and  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  during  the  past  few 
months,  through  checking — and  this  is 
only  grapevine  understanding — that  if 
and  when  the  reports  come  down  for 
the  next  2  years  we  will  find  that  a  few 
more  million  dollars  have  been  account¬ 
ed  for  out  of  this  amount.  Now  where 
they  found  these  millions  I  do  not  know. 
I  do  not  know  that  they  found  them. 
But  I  have  reason  to  think  such  reports 
will  come  out.  I  hope  they  do. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Bearing  in  mind  the 
fact,  as  the  Senator  says,  that  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  that  some  of  the  $96,440,000  may 
have  been  the  result  of  transactions  in 
1946  and  1947,  the  fact  still  remains, 
does  it  not,  that  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Senator  the  great  bulk  of  the  $96,440,- 
000  was  a  part  of  the  $366,000,000? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  my  personal 
opinion. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  That  bears  directly, 
I  think,  on  the  point  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  made.  He  made  the  inquiry  a 
little  while  ago  as  to  whether  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  that  some  of  this  $96,000,000  may 
consist  of  receivables,  the  identity  of 
which,  for  some  reason,  has  never  been 
disclosed;  in  other  words,  that  there  may 
be  commodities  that  have  been  sold  to 
people,  and  yet  for  some  reason  there 
has  never  been  any  recordation  as  to 
who  owes  for  that  merchandise  or  if 
there  was  a  recordation,  it  is  in  a  book 
that  has  never  been  found. 

In  that  connection  I  call  attention  to 
the  fact  that,  according  to  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  on  page  8154,  of  yester¬ 
day,  it  is  stated  that — 

The  audit  report  for  the  period  ended 
June  30,  1945,  stated  that  “the  amount  of 
$366,643,129  recorded  as  due  from  sales  made 
in  the  general  commodities  purchase  program 
could  not  be  supported  nor  verified.” 

Does  not  that  indicate  to  the  Senator 
that  it  is  entirely  possible  that  the  sur¬ 
mise  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  is 
correct,  namely,  that,  although  $366,- 
000,000  are  recorded  as  due  from  sales, 
one  cannot  find  any  records  of  who  it 
was  to  whom  the  sales  were  made  or  who 
owes  for  the  sales?  So  in  the  light  of 
the  fact  that  the  Comptroller  General 
cannot  find  whether  fraud  existed  or  did 
not  exist,  it  is  at  least  possible  that  some 
of  that  $366,000,000,  to  follow  his  exact 
language,  “due  from  sales,”  may  consist 
of  sales  made  to  people  whose  identity 


has  never  been  recorded  In  the  books,  or, 
if  recorded,  is  in  books  which  are  not 
available.  Is  not  that  entirely  possible? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  entirely 
possible. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  may  say,  before  the 
Senator  continues  with  his  answer,  that 
I,  like  the  Senator,  am  not  asserting  the 
fact.  I  do  not  know — and  1  do  not  sup¬ 
pose  the  Senator  from  Delaware  knows — 
but,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  Comptroller  General  says  he  could 
neither  say  that  fraud  did  exist  or  that 
it  did  not  exist,  it  is-  entirely  consistent 
with  the  theory  of  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  that  sales  were  made,  that 
money  is  due  from  sales  in  the  sum  of 
$96,000,000,  or  thereabouts,  and  that  the 
persons  to  whom  the  sales  were  made 
cannot  be  found  from  the  books.  Is  that 
the  idea  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAIMS.  I  shall  yie\d  in  a 
moment.  I  may  say  that  each  time  the 
Comptroller  General,  correctly,  has  been 
very  careful  to  point  out  that  in  his  re¬ 
port  he  was  not  citing  in  any  instance 
that  fraud  existed;  he  always  carefully 
followed  through  with  the  language  that 
neither  did  he  say  that  fi-aud  did  not 
exist.  I  think  his  exact  language  was 
that  the  reason  he  did  not  say  that  was 
that  in  the  absence  of  records  it  was  im¬ 
possible  for  him  or  anyone  else  to  deter¬ 
mine.  I  might  say  that  in  my  own  ex¬ 
amination  I  found  no  instance  in  which 
I  personally  would  say  that  there  was 
fraud.  I  can  become  suspicious,  yes, 
and  while  there  were  cases  of  irresponsi¬ 
ble  characters  holding  high  positions,  yet 
they  might  have  been  the  most  honest 
people  in  the  country  so  far  as  I  know. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  So  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  like  the  Comptroller  General, 
could  neither  say  that  fraud  did  exist  or 
that  it  did  not  exist? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct.  He 
could  not  find  in  the  books  records  for 
the  $366,000,000  on  June  30,  1945.  That 
is  not  so  far  back  as  it  sounds.  When 
we  refer  to  that  amount  we  want  to  re¬ 
member  that  he  was  calling  to  our  at¬ 
tention  on  March  30,  1949,  a  little  over  a 
year  ago,  that  he  could  not  find  that 
amount,  but  during  the  intervening 
months  he  has  been  able  to  find  all  of 
it  but  the  $96,000,000. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit  me  a  moment,  I  want  to  say  that 
in  my  mention  of  the  $96,000,000  or 
thereabouts  I  did  not  mean  at  all  to 
imply  that  necessarily  all  of  the  $96,- 
000,000  was  included  in  the  $366,000,000. 
But  I  understood  from  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  that  although  it  is  possible 
that  some  of  the  $96,000,000  may  have 
been  an  accumulation  in  later  years, 
1946  and  1947,  in  his  judgment  the  great 
majority  of  the  $96,000,000  consists  of  a 
part  of  the  $366,000,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  my  opinion. 
I  want  to  point  out  again  that  in  the 
report  which  the  Comptroller  General 
sends  down  for  the  last  2  years  he  still 
criticizes  the  loose  bookkeeping  policies 
of  this  Corporation,  and  that  their  rec¬ 


ords  for  1946  and  1947  in  his  opinion  were 
not  adequate.  What  they  were  in  1948 
and  1949,  l  am  unable  to  say. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  asked  me  to  yield  a  moment 
ago.  I  yield  to  him  first. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  has  in¬ 
dicated  that  an  account  of  some  $40,000, 
known  as  the  Buffalo  account,  was  found. 
How  old  an  account  was  that? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  will  come  to  that 
in  a  moment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  About  how  old  was 
It? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  1  am  quoting  from 
memory,  but  I  will  say  it  was  around  6 
or  7  years  old. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  was  it  not  set 
up  on  the  books  as  an  account  receivable? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Frankly,  I  do  not 
think  it  was  on  the  books  at  all,  from 
what  I  could  find  out  when  we  got  into 
that  matter.  I  have  the  full  details  of 
that  matter  and  will  place  them  in  the 
Record  later.  As  I  recollect  two  cars  of 
canned  meat  were  involved.  The  Cor¬ 
poration  was  doing  quite  a  little  business 
with  the  company  in  question.  They 
were  having  rejections  on  some  meat,  but 
the  Corporation  had  overpaid  the  com¬ 
pany  for  two  cars  more  than  the  Cor¬ 
poration  received,  and  the  Corporation 
did  not  pick  them  up  in  its  inventories. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Nor  in  its  accounts 
receivable? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Nor  in  its  accounts 
receivable.  When  I  took  it  up  with  the 
Corporation  they  never  knew  that  any¬ 
one  owed  them  a  dollar.  No  one  knew  it 
or  made  any  effort  to  find  out.  When 
the  first  reply  came  they  said  the  records 
were  too  old  and  they  could  not  find  the 
item.  It  was  only  after  I  insisted  on  the 
details  that  they  said  finally  that  they 
had  discovered  the  item,  and  that  the 
money  had  been  paid.  Following 
through  in  order  to  find  out  when  they 
discovered  it,  and  when  the  money  was 
paid,  it  was  found  that  the  money  was 
collected  about  48  hours  after  I  gave 
them  the  final  notice  that  I  would  not 
take  “No”  for  an  answer,  and  that  I  was 
insisting  upon  the  copy  of  the  report. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  the  Senator  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  maritime  account,  in 
which  there  was  some  $25,000,000  unac¬ 
counted  for,  and  with  respect  to  which 
it  was  later  discovered  that  the  accounts, 
that  is  the  papers,  the  documents  in  re¬ 
lation  to  some  of  the  accounts  had  been 
placed  in  drawers  of  old  desks  and  that 
the  desks  had  been  sold  as  surplus  fur¬ 
niture?  So  they  were  unable  to  collect 
approximately  $25,000,000  in  the  mari¬ 
time  accounts. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  know  that  the  mar¬ 
itime  accounts  are  in  perhaps  equally  as 
deplorable  a  condition.  That  makes  the 
matter  worse. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  why  I  am 
citing  it.  , 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  This  is  not  an  excep¬ 
tion  among  Government  agencies  or  cor¬ 
porations.  It  seems  to  be  the  belief  of 
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Government  agencies  in  the  past  few 
years  that  they  do  not  have  to  render  an 
accounting.  The  Comptroller  General 
vras  very  careful  to  point  out  that  the 
difficulty  he  is  experiencing  in  auditing 
these  agencies  is  due  to  the  apparent  lack 
of  appreciation  on  the  part  of  the  man¬ 
agement  of  their  responsibility  to  render 
an  accounting,  which  is  a  rather  serious 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  What  was  the  date 
of  the  last  accounting? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  From  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  in  reporting  on  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  It  came  in  to  them. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  For  what  years? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  For  the  year  1947. 
We  lack  the  reports  for  the  years  1948 
and  1949. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  But  we  are  now  in 
June  1950. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes.  On  January 
15  last,  the  books  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1949,  were  due  in  the 
Congress,  under  the  law.  If  there  were 
In  the  United  States  a  taxpayer  who 
failed  to  file  tax  returns  for  the  last  4  or 
5  years,  and  if  in  his  last  tax  return  he 
failed  to  account  for  several  million  dol¬ 
lars,  we  would  not  think  of  having  the 
Government  send  him  a  considerable 
amount  of  extra  money — ^which  is  what 
we  are  doing  in  the  case  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  It  simply 
does  not  make  sense. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Frear  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  A  comment  which 
was  made  by  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Donnell],  indicated 
that  he  might  be  under  the  impression 
that  this  entire  account  might  be  based 
on  simply  a  situation  of  purchases  and 
sales,  for  the  Senator  from  Missouri  used 
several  times  the  word  “sales.” 

I  simply  wish  to  point  out  that  this 
accounting  involved  a  vastly  more  com¬ 
plicated  matter  than  that.  For  instance, 
hundreds  of  agents  were  handling  these 
matters,  and  there  were  hundreds  or 
thousands  of  claims  arising  during  the 
war  period  in  connection  with  the  trans¬ 
actions  of  the  Corporation — for  instance, 
such  matters  as  shortages  on  purchases 
and  excess  amounts  of  purchases  and  the 
spoiling  of  various  amounts  of  materials 
which  were  purchased,  and  losses  by  fire 
and  other  kinds  of  losses. 

Then  tremendous  amounts  of  money 
were  advanced  to  farmers  in  various 
parts  of  the  Nation,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  them  to  convert  their  agricul¬ 
tural  production  to  a  different  sort  of 
production  of  food  which  was  needed — ■ 
in  short,  the  production  of  crops  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  crops  they  normally  pro¬ 
duced.  Sometimes  the  new  crops  turned 
out  well,  and  sometimes  they  did  not. 

In  addition,  hundreds  of  transactions 
arose  as  a  result  of  establishing  dehydra¬ 
tion  and  canning  operations  and  other 
operations. 

Nq.  Ill - 14 


The  entire  program  was  so  enormous 
that  it  cannot  be  compared  with  a  situ¬ 
ation  arising  as  a  result  of  certain  num¬ 
bers  of  purchases  and  sales,  because  the 
transactions  in  this  case  represent  the 
entire  wartime  operations  of  the  War 
Board  Administration,  and  hundreds  of 
agents  were  involved. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida  at  this  point,  because  I  have 
spent  a  great  deal  of  time  on  the  books 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
that  in  my  opinion,  every  one  of  the 
transactions  of  the  Corporation  can  be 
recorded  or  at  least  should  be  recorded 
as  a  sale  or  a  purchase,  regardless  of 
whether  they  were  actually  physical 
transactions,  which  is  a  different  matter. 

T  do  not  care  whether  an  item  involves 
a  claim  by  a  Florida  farmer  or  a  claim 
by  a  Delaware  farmer  or  a  claim  by  a 
North  Dakota  farmer,  or  whether  a 
thousand  bushels  of  peanuts  or  a  thou¬ 
sand  bushels  of  wheat  are  involved.  Re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  the  commodity  was 
given  away  or  whether  it  was  sold  to  an¬ 
other  government,  at  least  the  transac¬ 
tion  can  be  completed  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  that  a  transaction  in  the  Senator’s 
business  or  in  my  business,  back  home, 
would  be  completed.  In  my  opinion, 
there  is  no  excuse  whatever  for  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  accounts  in  connection  with 
such  transactions. 

I  know  that  the  job  which  was  done 
was  a  tremendous  job,  and  I  know  that 
a  great  many  transactions  were  involved. 
However,  each  individual  transaction 
represents  either  a  cash  transaction  or  a 
transfer  of  inventories. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Missouri  was 
100-percent  correct  in  saying  that  these 
transactions  could  be  followed  through 
and  should  be  followed  through. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Let  me  speak  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  inquiry  of  my  distinguished 
and  close  friend,  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Holland]. 

When  I  used  the  term  “sales,”  I  was 
not  using  it  from  my  own  vocabulary  or 
from  my  own  knowledge,  but  I  was  us¬ 
ing  it  on  the  basis  of  words  which  ap¬ 
peared  on  page  8154  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  yesterday,  from  the  au¬ 
dit  report  and  the  statement  appearing 
in  the  audit  report,  as  referred  to  in  a 
statement  submitted  at  that  time  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
I  quote  the  following  from  the  audit  re¬ 
port; 

The  amount  of  $366,643,129  recorded — • 

I  emphasize  by  my  voice  the  next  four 
words — 

as  due  from  sales  made  in  the  general  com¬ 
modities  purchase  program  could  not  be 
supported  nor  verified. 

I  drew  the  inference — and  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  whether  he  joins 
with  me  in  drawing  such  an  Inference — 
that,  according  to  the  report,  there  was 
recorded  in  the  books  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  $366,643,129 — “As 
due  from  sales” — but  that  no  record 
could  be  found  to  support  or  verify  to 


whom  those  sales  were  made  or  of  what 
the  sales  consisted. 

Is  not  that  the  inference  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  draws  from  the  language, 
not  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri,  but  of 
the  audit  report,  which  I  understand 
came  from  the  General  Accounting  Of¬ 
fice,  and  which  is  quoted  in  the  statement 
submitted  yesterday  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing;  yes. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Does  not  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  apologize  for  this 
bad  situation  and  this  bad  record  he  has 
made? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Oh,  no;  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  says  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  simply  does  not  know  what  he 
is  talking  about.  In  fact,  3  or  4  days 
after  I  made  my  first  statement,  and 
1  day  before  the  Comptroller  General’s 
report  came  to  us  showing  $366,000,000 
unaccounted  for,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  wrote  a  letter  to  the  distinguished 
majority  leader — a  copy  of  the  letter  has 
been  inserted  in  the  Record — and  in  the 
letter  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  said 
that  all  of  the  $366,000,000  was  accounted 
for;  and  then  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  went  on  to  state  that  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  was  rehashing  a  lot  of 
transactions,  all  of  which  had  been  in¬ 
vestigated  by  the  Senate,  and  all  of 
which  the  Senate  was  through  with. 

About  a  year  later  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  returns;  and  although  he 
does  not  say  that  I  was  correct,  yet  he 
says  that  they  have  accounted  for  all 
but  $96,000,000.  However,  he  still  thinks 
everything  is  all  right. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  $366,000,000  Is 
the  shortage  as  shown  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  does  not  describe  it  as  a 
shortage,  but  describes  it  as  being  unac¬ 
counted  for. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  What  is  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  a  shortage  and  a  thing 
which  it  is  impossible  to  account  for? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Frankly,  I  see  no 
difference.  To  me  or  to  anyone  else  who 
has  been  engaged  in  business,  as  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  has,  I  think  it  is 
difficult  to  see  any  difference. 

However,  there  is  this  difference:  In 
the  absence  of  records,  it  could  be  that 
such  an  amount  never  existed  and  never 
should  have  been  put  on  the  books. 

If  one  of  the  departments  of  a  business 
in  which  a  Senator  was  interested  had 
several  thousands  dollars  on  the  books 
and  could  not  account  for  it - 

Mr.  CAPEJHART.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  mean  to  say  that  they 
could  not  account  for  this  money? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  What  they 
said. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  that  they  have  no  records  of  it 
at  all? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  They  said  they 
could  not  account  for  it.  That  stater 
ment  was  made  a  year  ago,  although 
now  the  Comptroller  General  says  that 
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in  auditing  the  reports  for  the  years  1946 
and  1947,  he  has  been  able  to  account 
for  all  of  it  but  $96,000,000. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Can  the  Senate 
have  all  the  items  which  it  is  now  said 
can  be  accounted  for,  and  which  go  to 
make  up  the  amount  for  which  the  Cor¬ 
poration  is  now  able  to  account? 

In  other  words,  I  should  like  to  see 
the  items  which  have  been  found,  which 
justify  the  $300,000,000.  I  should  like 
to  see  the  items  which  constitute  that 
amount. 

Let  us  subpena  the  records  or  let  us 
ask  that  the  items  which  now  have  been 
discovered  be  submitted  to  us,  so  that  we 
can  see  just  what  items  constitute  that 
amount. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  have  already  made 
such  a  request.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
report  will  be.  I  understand  the  report 
will  be  voluminous — although  I  informed 
them  that  I  had  nothing  to  do  for  the 
next  2  years  but  look  them  over. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  see  if  I  correctly  understand  the  sit¬ 
uation. 

As  I  understand,  first  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  said  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  was  $366,000,000 
short. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No,  “unaccounted 
for”:  they  insisted  on  using  the  phrase 
“unaccounted  for.” 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Very  well,  “unac¬ 
counted  for.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Now  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  tells  me  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  claims  and 
the  General  Accounting  Office  claims 
that  they  have  accounted  for  everything 
but  $96,000,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Would  not  it  be  very 
simple  to  give  to  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  and  to  the  entire  Senate  the  items 
which  they  have  discovered,  which  make 
up  the  three-hundred-million-odd  dol¬ 
lars?  Either  there  are  10  items  or  there 
are  100  items  or  there  are  some  other 
number  of  items.  Why  cannot  we  take 
a  look  at  those  items? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  that  perhaps 
in  fairness  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office  I  may  say  that  I  think  most  of 
those  items  will  be  available  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate;  that  has  been  my  experience  with 
the  matter. 

I  am  very  much  interested,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  is,  in  knowing  where 
the  money  has  gone. 

I  am  also  interested  in  the  $96,000,000, 
because  that  amount  was  “deducted”  or 
was  “subtracted” — they  insisted  upon 
saying  that  it  was  not  written  off,  but 
they  insisted  upon  saying  that  it  was  “de¬ 
ducted.”  Perhaps  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  knows  the  difference,  although  I  do 
not. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  and  Mr.  CAPEHART 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  yield,  and  if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  know,  that  in  that 
$96,440,000  which  was  subtracted,  they 
cannot  tell  me  that  all  of  that  represent¬ 
ed  amounts  which  could  not  be  recon¬ 
ciled.  I  found  a  small  part  of  it,  and  I 


got  the  money  back,  and  I  understand 
a  few  more  millions  of  dollars  have  come 
in.  So  I  do  know  that  a  little  of  it  was 
in  error. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  Senator  knows, 
does  he  not,  that  it  is  possible  to  make 
an  honest  mistake? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Now,  if  they  made 
an  honest  mistake  in  some  $360,000,000, 
why  do  they  not  rush  in  here  and  say  to 
the  Senator  and  to  the  United  States 
Senate,  “Well,  we  made  an  honest  mis¬ 
take  of  $360,000,000.  Here  is  how  we 
made  mistakes.”  If  they  do  not  do  that, 
so  far  as  I  personally  am  concerned,  I 
think  they  are  covering  up  something 
unwarranted,  either  bad  bookkeeping,  or 
just  out-and-out  crooked  transactions. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  In  a  moment.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Brannan, 
last  year,  after  I  first  disclosed  this  to 
the  Senate,  insisted  that  the  $350,000,000 
was  all  accounted  for.  The  majority 
leader  of  the  Democratic  Party  rose  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  said  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  was  making  wild 
statements  and  wild  charges  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  getting  his  name  in  the  news¬ 
papers,  and  that,  if  he  thought  there  was 
any  truth  whatever  in  these  statements, 
or  that  it  was  a  fact  that  a  Government 
agency  could  have  that  many  millions  of 
dollars  unaccounted  for,  he  would  be  the 
first  to  rise  on  the  Senate  floor  to  demand 
an  investigation.  I  have  not  heard  a 
peep  out  of  him  for  15  months.  He  is  not 
here  tonight.  He  walked  off  the  floor 
again  tonight.  I  hope  he  comes  back, 
because  I  want  to  know  how  he  feels 
about  it.  He  was  so  enthusiastic,  but  for 
some  reason  he  lost  his  enthusiasm  when 
he  read  the  report. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Do  we  understand 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  re¬ 
fusing  to  give  the  United  States  Senate 
full  and  complete  information  on  this 
subject? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Oh,  no;  oh,  no;  he 
does  not  refuse  it.  He  says,  “Just  quit 
worrying  about  it,  it  is  all  lovely,”  he 
knows  where  it  is,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
get  concerned  about.  He  says  it  is  all 
accounted  for.  Of  course,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  says  that  it  is  not. 

Mr.  CAPEHART,  That  is  what  I  was 
about  to  ask  the  able  Senator.  The 
Comptroller  General,  or  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office,  says  it  is  not  accounted 
for.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  What  good  is  the 
General  Accounting  Office  if  we  are  not 
going  to  follow  its  recommendations? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  says  “this  is  all  accounted 
for.  You  boys  should  not  become  con¬ 
cerned.  Just  give  me  another  $2,000,- 
000,000.  That  is  all  I  want.”  And  that 
is  what  he  is  asking  us  to  do  here — “Give 
me  another  $2,000,000,000,  and  I  will 
send  you  the  books,  sometime,  if  and 
when  I  ever  think  you  are  entitled  to 
them.” 


The  fact  that  we  have  a  law  on  the 
books  which  says  that  the  books  must  be 
sent  here  means  nothing  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  The  laws  do  not 
apply  to  the  top  executive  branches,  ap¬ 
parently. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Is  the  Senator  of 
the  opinion  they  have  something  they 
want  to  cover  up? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  If  I  were  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  in  control  of  the 
books  of  the  Corporation,  and  any  such 
reports  were  to  be  made,  and  I  had  noth¬ 
ing  that  I  wanted  to  cover  up,  I  would 
have  the  books  sent  here  so  fast  one 
would  not  even  get  a  chance  to  sit  down, 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Any  other  person 
would,  if  he  felt  the  books  were  correct, 
would  he  not? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  feel  the  same  way. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Does 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  fact  that  the 
books  have  not  come  here  makes  me  all 
the  more  determined  that  they  should 
come.  I  have  said,  and  I  repeat,  that 
so  far  as  I  know  when  they  come,  they 
may  be  100  percent  in  order,  but,  still, 
let  us  see  them. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr,  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  are  one  or  two 
things  of  which  I  should  like  to  remind 
my  distinguished  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana,  because  I  think  he  has 
lost  sight  of  them.  The  first  thing  is 
that  he  does  not  have  to  struggle  to 
get  facts  which  are  in  the  possession  of 
the  General  Accounting  Office.  That  is 
an  arm  of  Congress.  That  does  not  be¬ 
long  to  the  executive  department.  That 
is  an  agency  working  for  the  Senator’s 
protection  and  for  the  protection  of 
every  other  Senator  and  of  every  other 
Member  of  the  Congress.  All  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  to  do  is  to  find  time,  if  he  has 
an  abundance  of  it,  to  sit  down  and  look 
at  the  multifarious  records  showing 
their  checks  by  which  they  have  found 
out  where  all  of  the  $366,000,000,  which 
could  not  be  accounted  for  a  little  over 
a  year  ago,  was  expended  except  $96,- 
000,000.  I  hope  they  will  find  more  of 
it.  In  their  long  report  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  probably  has  not  had  the  chance  to 
read,  but  which  is  a  part  of  yesterday’s 
record,  they  list  separately  some  six  or 
more  reasons  why  they  think  it  is  un¬ 
wise  to  do  any  further  checking.  I  do 
not  agree  with  that,  because  I  think  we 
should  do  further  checking.  But  that 
advice  is  given  by  an  agency  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana,  an  arm  of  every 
other  Senator  here.  The  information 
which  they  have  discovered  is  his  infor¬ 
mation  and  not  that  of  the  President,- 
not  information  belonging  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture.  So  that  if  the 
Senator  has  not  seen  it — which  I  quite 
well  understand,  because  he  is  not  a 
member  of  that  committee,  and  even 
members  of  the  committee  have  not  been 
able  to  see  it — let  him  be  sure  that  it  is 
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there  and  available,  and  that  it  belongs 
to  him,  because  it  is  Senate  information. 

The  second  thing  I  should  like  to  bring 
out  is  this:  I  think  that,  in  complete 
fairness  to  the  present  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture,  it  should  be  said  that  he  has 
cooperated  in  helping  us  get  the  facts, 
and  that  this  matter  does  not  in  the 
slightest  affect  or  involve  his  adminis¬ 
tration  of  his  office.  It  relates  entirely 
to  the  war  years,  during  which  time  the 
two  former  Secretaries  of  Agriculture 
were  in  office.  It  should  be  said  that  he 
has  been  highly  cooperative,  and  that 
the  committee,  though  it  has  pressed 
very  diligently  after  this  matter — and 
sometimes,  I  fear,  disagreeably — has 
nevertheless  had  to  admit  that  every 
facility  of  his  office  has  been  made  avail¬ 
able,  and  the  committee  will  continue  to 
press  the  matter.  So,  those  two  points 
I  wanted  to  make.  No  one  is  wanting 
to  cover  up.  To  the  contrary,  the  exam¬ 
ining  agency  which  has  discovered  an 
explanation  of  this  matter,  belongs  to 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  and  to  the 
rest  of  Congress  and  the  information 
which  has  been  discovered  is  our  infor¬ 
mation. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  second  thing  is 
that  the  present  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  no  stake  at  all  in  the  matter 
except  as  a  Government  employee  and 
as  a  citizen,  and  as  the  holder  of  a  high 
executive  office,  to  see  that  his  office  and 
his  Department  of  the  Government 
make  the  fullest  possible  disclosure  of 
everything  within  their  power. 

I  think  that,  with  all  deference  to  a 
situation  which  is  not  wholly  accept¬ 
able — and  I  have  been  the  first  to  admit 
it,  and  I  have  stood  back  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  in  his  complaints  to  our 
committee — I  think  every  one  of  us 
would  have  to  admit  that  the  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  been  100- 
percent  cooperative.  So  I  wanted  to  re¬ 
assure  the  Senator  from  Indiana,  who, 
as  a  successful  businessman,  would  nat¬ 
urally  be  impatient  of  this  vexatious 
difficulty  in  the  accounting  on  these  huge 
wartime  activities,  involving  us  in  over 
$8,000,000,000  of  public  money. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  will  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  I  should  like  to  reply  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  by  saying  I  agree  with 
him  on  a  good  many  things,  but  I  do  not 
excuse  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for 
failing  to  fulfill  his  responsibility.  The 
Comptroller  General,  it  is  true - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  not 
holding  that  the  present  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  himself  accountable  for 
the  expenditure  of  any  moneys  spent  by 
the  War  Food  Administration,  is  he? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Not  a  dime  of  it. 
But  I  hold  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
100-percent  responsible  for  the  fact  that 
the  books  for  the  years  1948  and  1949 
are  not  in  the  Senate,  and  it  is  his  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  his  alone.  While  it  is 
true  that  the  Comptroller  General  is  the 
one  who  is  supposed  to  get  the  books 
here,  nevertheless,  I  know  something 
about  books,  as  does  the  Senator  from 


Indiana,  and  if  we  send  a  dozen  or  a 
hundred  auditors,  whatever  number  it 
might  take,  to  check  a  corporation,  if  the 
books  of  the  corporation  are  in  such  a 
deplorable  condition  as  the  Comptroller 
General  says  these  books  are,  naturally 
it  is  impossible  to  send  the  audited  re¬ 
ports  as  soon  as  they  might  be  sent 
under  different  conditions.  The  fact 
that  the  books  are  in  such  shape  that  the 
Comptroller  General  cannot  get  the 
books  here  as  should  be  done,  is  the  fault 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  it  is 
nobody  else’s  fault  but  his.  I  am  speak¬ 
ing  of  the  years  since  he  has  been  in 
office  and  had  the  responsibility. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  will  agree  with  that 
as  to  past  years. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  If  those  books  come 
to  the  Senate,  they  may  show  100  per¬ 
cent  good  bookkeeping.  But,  neverthe¬ 
less,  he  should  still  get  them  here.  He 
should  not  be  ashamed  of  anything  that 
is  in  them.  If  he  is  ashamed,  that  is 
all  the  more  reason  for  my  wanting  to 
see  them. 

I  certainly  am  opposed  to  giving  any 
money  to  any  Government  corporation 
until  we  get  its  books  and  know  how  it 
spent  that  which  it  has  already  had. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  one  more  question.  Is  the  Senator 
contending  that  we  have  the  accounts 
down  to  date  of  any  one  of  the  executive 
branches  of  the  Government  for  whom 
we  are  making  appropriations  this  year? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No.  I  say  we  have 
got  them  in  some  instances. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  so,  the  Senator  has 
seen  some  reports  that  I  have  not  seen. 
I  understand  all  of  them  are  at  least  a 
year  old. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  We  have  got  them 
from  some  of  the  departments  or  agen¬ 
cies,  and  I  say,  and  I  do  not  retract  it, 
that  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  care 
not  what  Government  agency  it  may  be, 
before  it  gets  a  dime  I  vote  for,  it  is  go¬ 
ing  to  send  to  Congress  all  its  books.  If 
the  majority  of  the  Senate  serves  notice 
on  the  Government  agencies  either  to 
put  up  or  shut  up,  maybe  we  shall  get 
some  action.  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
Florida  will  join  me  in  that  attitude. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  will  join  the  Senator  in  any 
reasonable  position,  but  he  does  not  ex¬ 
pect  to  vote  against  all  appropriation 
bills.  The  position  in  which  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  would  place  the  Senator 
from  Florida  would  require  him  to  vote 
against  all  appropriation  bills  for  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies. 

Mr.  WILT  JAMS.  If  they  are  so  far 
behind  that  they  cannot  have  accurate 
bookkeeping,  put  them  out  of  business 
and  put  in  some  other  people  who  will 
adopt  some  good  accounting  policies. 
They  have  enough  money  to  proceed,  and 
before  Congi-ess  adjourns,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  still  insists  that  he  will  not  give  us 
a  report,  let  Congress  take  action  to  get 
rid  of  him  and  get  a  new  Secretary. 
After  all,  who  is  he? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  ? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 


Ml’.  CAPEHART.  I  rather  think  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  understands  the 
situation  much  more  clearly  than  the 
able  Senator  from  Florida  realizes.  I 
know  the  General  Accounting  Office  is  an 
arm  of  the  United  States  Senate.  It 
corresponds  to  an  accounting  from  that 
any  business  organization  might  hire  to 
audit  its  books.  If  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly,  it  audited  the  books  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  found 
$366,000,000  unaccounted  for,  or  short, 
or  at  least  it  did  not  know  how  to  ac¬ 
count  for  it.  That  is  very  simple.  I 
think  any  high  school  student  can 
understand  that.  I  understand  that 
that  occurred  a  couple  of  years  ago - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Last  March. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  same  General 
Accounting  Office  has  been  able  to  ac¬ 
count  for  all  of  the  $366,000,000  except 
$96,000,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  bringing  the 
books  up  to  June  30,  1947. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  when  the  shortage  of  $366,- 
000,000  was  brought  to  his  attention,  said, 
“There  is  nothing  to  it.  We  will  find  it. 
Just  give  us  time - ’’ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  the  Senator  is 
wrong.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
said  there  was  nothing  to  it  at  all,  that 
the  money  had  all  been  accounted  for 
and  that  Williams  was  just  rehashing 
something  that  had  been  discussed  many 
times. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office,  this  accounting  firm  rep¬ 
resenting  the  Congress,  has  accounted 
for  all  of  the  $366,000,000  except 
$96,000,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  says  it  has  accounted  for 
all  of  the  $366,000,000  except  $96,000,000 
of  the  amount  which  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  said  never  existed. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  If  we,  the  Senate, 
are  a  good  board  of  directors  and  are 
running  the  country — at  least,  we  are 
appropriating  the  money — we  want  to 
have  the  items  that  go  to  make  up  that' 
$366,000,000  which  was  originally  found 
to  be  short. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  If  we  were  a  private 
corporation  and  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  were  auditing  our  accounts  and 
found  a  similar  item  unaccounted  for, 
we  would  either  have  to  account  for  it  or 
it  would  be  assessed  against  us. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  correct. 
We  would  want  to  know  about  each  of 
the  items  going  to  make  up  the  $366,- 
000,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  It  is  now  down  to 
$96,000,000.  My  question  is.  Why  do  not 
the  General  Accounting  Office  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  deliver  to  the 
Senate  the  items  that  go  to  make  up  the 
$366,000,000  that  was  short  but  which 
has  now  been  found  with  the  exception 
of  $96,000,000?  Why  should  we  not  have 
the  items  that  go  to  make  up  the  $96,- 
000,000?  What  is  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  a  very  good 
question,  and  I  do  not  see  anything 
wrong  with  it  excent  that  if  the  Secre-. 
tary  of  Agriculture  can  get  $2,000,000,- 
000  without  it,  why  should  he  account 
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for  it?  If  he  accounted  for  it,  I  do  not 
know  how  much  we  would  give  him. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  If  it  is  not  hon¬ 
estly  accounted  for  eventually,  or  with¬ 
in  a  reasonable  length  of  time,  it  con¬ 
stitutes  a  fraud,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  does  or  not. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  What  does  it  con¬ 
stitute?  Did  the  money  evaporate? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Fi'ankly,  I  would  not 
want  to  express  my  opinion  as  to  what  it 
does  constitute.  I  think  it  might  be 
stricken  from  the  recoi’d.  But  I  think 
that  Members  of  the  Senate  who  will ' 
stand  for  any  such  operation  is  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  agency  are  negligent  in  their 
duties. 

I  want  to  point  out,  along  the  same 
line,  having  nothing  to  do  with  account¬ 
ing  policies,  the  irresponsibility  of  a 
prominent  Government  official,  a  Cabi¬ 
net  officer. 

In  the  report  which  was  placed  in  the 
Record  yesterday  there  was  a  letter  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  written 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  I 
want  to  read  the  last  sentence : 

The  net  financial  results  of  the  program 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  after 
all  adjustments  were  made  was  a  net  gain 
of  approximately  $187,000,000  at  December 
31,  1949. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  and  I 
would  have  every  reason  to  expect  some 
degree  of  accuracy  in  a  statement  is¬ 
sued  by  a  Cabinet  officer,  and  yet  I  find 
that  just  a  few  days  before  that,  the 
same  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Brannan,  testifying  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
in  favor  of  a  small  Brannan  plan  with 
reference  to  potatoes,  tried  to  prove  that 
his  program  would  be  much  cheaper 
than  the  other  program,  and  on  pages 
17  and  18  of  the  committee  hearings  on 
Senate  bill  2634,  dated  March  15,  1950, 
Mr.  Brannan  said  that  the  loss  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  after  de¬ 
ducting  their  gain  as  of  that  time,  was 
$469,000,000. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  was  the  loss? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  thought  the  Sen¬ 
ator  said  there  was  a  profit  of 
$187,000,000. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  quoting  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  A  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago  I  read  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  said  on  March  31  that  there 
was  a  gain  of  $187,000,000.  When  he 
said  there  was  this  gain  of  $187,000,000 
he  was  appealing  to  the  committee  for 
more  money  and  he  wanted  to  show  the 
committee  what  an  excellent  manager 
he  was. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  A  couple  of  months 
ago  he  said  there  was  a  gain  of 
$187,000,000? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  On  the  31st  of 
March,  in  his  letter  in  support  of  his 
application - 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  He  said  there  was  a 
gain  of  $187,000,000? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  When  did  he  say 
there  was  a  loss  of  $469,000,000? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Just  a  few  days 
later.  At  that  time  he  was  telling  the 
committee  how  expensive  was  the  exist¬ 


ing  program  with  reference  to  pota¬ 
toes  and  how  his  program  was  superior. 

Let  me  read  the  exact  language.  He 
said  it  was  $468,800,000,  and  of  that 
amount  $348,500,000  represented  the  loss 
on  potatoes.  All  we  have  to  do  is  to 
adopt  the  Brannan  plan,  and  we  could 
make  money  on  potatoes. 

So  we  have  a  situation  in  which,  when 
he  is  testifying  for  one  bill,  he  says  he 
lost  $469,000,000,  but  when  he  needs  to 
get  some  more  money  from  another  com¬ 
mittee  he  says,  “I  am  a  great  executive. 
I  have  made  you  $187,000,000,”  all  in  the 
same  2-week  period  with  reference  to  the 
same  Corporation. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  a  member  of  the  Commitee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No ;  I  wish  I  were.  I 
should  very  much  like  to  haye  been  there 
when  he  was  testifying. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Whom  are  we  going 
to  believe,  and  when  and  how? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  presume  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  telling  the 
truth.  Far  be  it  from  me  to  say  he  is  not 
telling  the  truth.  My  only  trouble  is  that 
I  do  not  know  when  he  is  telling  the 
truth.  I  am  sure  that  he  hits  it  some¬ 
times.  At  one  time  he  says  he  is  making 
money,  and  the  next  time  he  says  he  is 
losing  money.  I  am  sure  he  is  right  one 
or  the  other  of  those  times.  However,  I 
do  not  know  how  anyone  can  tell. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  object. 
A  Senator  may  yield  only  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  did  not  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  ask  that  the  dis¬ 
turbance  on  the  other  side  of  the  Cham¬ 
ber  be  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  may  yield  only  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware  if  he 
could  advise  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
how  much  longer -he  feels  it  will  take 
him  to  complete  the  report  which  he  be¬ 
gan  introducing  into  the  Record  some 
hours  ago.  He  has  been  interrupted 
many  times.  Does  the  Senator  feel  he 
can  now  tell  the  Senate  how  long  it  will 
take  him  to  complete  his  report? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  know.  I 
shall  complete  it  as  soon  as  I  possibly 
can.  I  shall  continue  to  yield  to  Sena¬ 
tors  who  wish  to  ask  questions,  for  the 
simple  reason  it  is  very  important  that  I 
do  so.  If  anyone  wishes  to  take  any  ex¬ 
ceptions  to  this  report,  now  is  the  time 
to  take  them.  I  want  the  Record  to 
show  that  every  Member  of  the  Senate 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  has  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  take  exceptions  or  to  make 
suggestions.  I  am  very  sorry  that  I  was 
put  in  the  position  of  having  to  start  so 
late  in  making  my  report.  However,  I 
had  very  little  cooperation  from  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle.  The  first  time  I 
called  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the 
matter  it  was  said  that  I  was  trying  to 


get  my  name  in  the  newspapers;  that 
there  was  nothing  to  it;  that  if  there 
was  anything  to  it  the  majority  leader 
would  be  the  first  one  to  see  that  some¬ 
thing  was  done  about  it.  Since  that 
time  the  majority  leader  apparently  has 
lost  his  enthusiasm.  I  am  sorry  that  I 
have  been  put  in  the  position  of  being 
compelled  to  make  my  statement  to¬ 
night,  or  of  not  making  it  all  and  per¬ 
haps  having  a  whitewash.  It  is  11 
o’clock  now.  I  have  been  speaking  for 
4  or  5  hours.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
shall  finish  the  report,  if  I  can,  and  get 
my  dinner  sometime  later  in  the  eve¬ 
ning.  I  am  sorry  that  we  have  had  no 
cooperation  whatever  from  the  majority 
leader,  who  has  insisted  that  in  order  to 
report  the  facts  on  this  subject  to  the 
country,  it  is  necessary  to  take  time  in 
the  evening. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President — ^ — 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  yield;  and  if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding.  I  should  like  to  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
Senator  be  permitted  to  yield  so  that 
I  may  address  a  question  to  the  acting 
majority  leader,  if  there  is  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  may  yield  for  that  purpose 
without  his  losing  his  right  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  take  a  recess. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  not  press  his  motion. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  a 

point  of  order.  The  Senator  can  yield 

only  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  if  he  will  yield  so  that  I 
may  make  a  motion  to  recess. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  a 

point  of  order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 

should  very  much  like  to  continue  with 
this  report  tonight.  I  appreciate  the 
concern  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
but  I  think  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
the  other  Members  of  the  Senate  want 
to  complete  consideration  of  this  bill  to¬ 
night.  That  was  my  understanding. 
There  have  been  objections  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  to  my  yielding,  and  I 
shall  continue  with  the  report. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  so  that  I  may  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quo¬ 
rum,  but  without  my  losing  the  floor. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  nev¬ 
ertheless  ask  the  Senator  to  yield  so 
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that  I  may  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  may  yield  only  for  a  question, 
or  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  it  not  always  in 
order  for  a  Senator  to  yield  for  the 
purpose  of  suggesting  the  absence  of  a 
quorum? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Only 
by  nnanimous  consent. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  if  he  will  yield  so  that 
I  may  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  will  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  withhold  his  request  until  I  have 
reached  a  certain  point  in  my  address. 
Then  I  shall  be  very  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  President,  I  understand  that  if  I 
were  to  yield  for  that  purpose  perhaps 
it  would  be  interpreted  as  my  having 
made  two  addresses,  and  I  would  not 
be  able  to  complete  this  address.  There¬ 
fore  I  shall  continue  at  this  time.  I 
appreciate  the  concern  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  I  know  he  realizes  that 
It  is  a  strain  to  continue,  but  I  shall 
continue  putting  the  report  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  tonight.  I  renew  my  offer  to  yield 
to  any  Member  of  the  Senate  who  wishes 
to  ask  any  questions  or  take  any  ex¬ 
ceptions  to  anything  .being  put  in  the 
Record.  I  hope  that  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  will 
display  the  same  enthusiasm  to  get  an 
accounting  from  this  Corporation  as 
they  are  in  seeing  to  it  that  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  continue  this  lengthy 
discussion. 

I  may  say,  Mr.  President,  that  there 
Is  nothing  I  am  putting  into  the  Record 
that  should  give  any  concern  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely], 
He  has  not  been  here  all  night.  All  I  am 
trying  to  do  is  to  get  an  accounting  from 
this  Government  Corporation  for  the 
money  which  they  have  been  spending 
a  part  of  which  belongs  to  the  citizens  of 
his  State.  I  think  the  Corporation 
should  render  such  an  account. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  Comptroller 
General,  on  March  31,  1950,  did  submit 
a  summary  of  his  audit  findings  on  this 
Corporation  for  the  period  ended  June 
30,  1947, 1  call  attention  of  the  Senate  to 
the  fact  that  Congress  has  had  no  report 
whatever  of  how  the  Corporation  is  han¬ 
dling  its  affairs,  nor  in  what  condition 
are  the  books  for  the  fiscal  years  1948 
and  1949.  We  have  received  only  tem¬ 
porary  summaries  for  the  fiscal  years 
1946  and  1947,  but  not  the  complete  re¬ 
ports  for  either  of  these  2  years. 

Public  Law  4  as  passed  by  the  Congress 
on  February  24,  1945,  plainly  states: 

The  financial  transactions  of  all  Govern¬ 
ment  corporations  shall  be  audited  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office  in  accordance  with 
the  principles  and  procedures  applicable  to 
commercial  corporate  transactions  and  under 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States.  *  *  •  a  report  of  each 

such  audit  for  each  fiscal  year  ending  on 
June  30  shall  be  made  by  the  Comptroller 
General  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  Jan¬ 
uary  15  following  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  audit  is  made. 


Yet  here  is  a  Government  Corporation 
with  the  authority  to  borrow  $4,750,000,- 
000  in  the  name  of  the  United  States 
Government  and  today  is  asking  for 
additional  authority  to  increase  this  by 
another  $2,000,000,000,  making  a  total  of 
$6,750,000,000. 

I  do  not  feel  that  Congress  has  any 
right  to  ignore  the  fact  that  the  audited 
accounts  of  this  Corporation  have  not 
been  submitted  to  Congress  as  required 
by  law,  particularly  when  we  consider 
that,  according  to  all  information  we 
have  received,  the  accounts  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  are  in  deplorable  condition. 

I  think  it  is  most  regrettable  that  the 
Senate  did  not  take  more  aggressive  steps 
during  the  past  12  months  to  force  an  ac¬ 
counting  from  this  giant  Corporation, 
and  as  one  Member  of  the  Senate  I  shall 
continue  to  oppose  any  action  by  Con¬ 
gress  toward  extending  any  additional 
borrowing  power  to  this  Corporation — at 
least  until  such  time  as  a  complete  ac¬ 
counting  has  been  rendered  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  as  required  by  law.  I  insist  upon 
this,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
this  Corporation  which  is  spending  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  annually  found  it  neces¬ 
sary,  on  June  30.  1947,  to  subtract  the 
staggering  sum  of  $96,440,497  from  the 
over-all  balance  of  accounts  receivable 
in  order  to  bring  their  books  in  balance. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Can  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware  tell  us  the 
amount  of  the  surety  bond  which  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  required  to 
put  up? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  sorry.  I  do 
not  have  the  information.  I  do  not 
know  whether  he  is  required  to  put  up 
any  bond. 

Mr.  LANGER.  What  is  the  custom, 
if  the  Senator  knows,  when  one  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  goes  out  of  office  and 
a  new  Secretary  of  Agriculture  takes 
office,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  new  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  requires  an  audit 
by  the  Comptroller  General? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  would  assume  that 
he  does,  although  evidently  he  did  not, 
because  it  was  only  last  year,  in  March, 
that  we  received  audited  reports  for  the 
year  ending  June  30,  1945,  and  today 
we  are  receiving  reports  only  for  the 
fiscal  period  ending  June  30,  1947.  I 
do  not  know  whether  we  shall  get  the 
ones  for  1948  and  1949  before  the  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  goes  out  of 
office. 

Such  a  loose  procedure  would  not  be 
condoned  by  the  Government  for  any 
private  corporation  and  I  feel  that  a 
Government  corporation  which  is  han¬ 
dling  the  taxpayers’  money  has  an  even 
greater  obligation  to  render  an  account¬ 
ing. 

SPECIFIC  CASES  OP  ERRORS  UNCOVERED 

When  I  first  called  to  the  attention 
of  the  Congress  in  March  of  1949  the 
fact  that  the  records  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  if  made  available, 
would  show  that  over  $350,000,000  could 
not  be  supported  nor  verified,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  Immediately  is¬ 
sued  a  denial  at  which  time  he  stated, 
“The  $350,000,000  was  accounted  for.” 


One  year  later,  on  March  31,  1950,  the 
Secretary  addressed  a  letter  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee,  admitting  that  the  books  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration  were  in  balance  only  as  a  result 
of  the  Corporation  having  arbitrarily  re¬ 
duced  their  over-all  accounts  receivable 
by  the  sum  of  $96,440,497. 

Apparently  the  $96,000,000  was  such  an 
Insignificant  amount  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture’s  way  of  thinking  that  he 
did  not  consider  it  worth  mentioning  in 
March  of  1949,  at  which  time  he  claimed 
that,  without  exception,  the  books  of  the 
Corporation  were  in  balance  and  all 
funds  accounted  for. 

It  is  amusing  how  the  officials,  in  re¬ 
ferring  to  this  $96,440,497  which  was 
subtracted  from  the  over-all  accounts 
in  order  to  bring  the  books  in  balance, 
keep  insisting  that  we  use  the  word  “sub¬ 
tract”  instead  of  the  phrase  “written 
off,”  on  the  basis  that  the  taxpayers 
might  misunderstand  if  we  use  the 
phrase  “written  off.”  However,  as  I 
pointed  out  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana, 
I  fail  to  see  any  difference,  from  the 
taxpayers’  standpoint,  whether  the 
amount  is  referred  to  as  being  written 
off  or  as  being  subtracted.  As  far  as  they 
are  concerned,  it  is  gone. 

The  argument  is  advanced  that  it 
wpuld  be  cheaper  to  forget  the  $96,000,- 
000  rather  than  attempt  to  reconstruct 
all  the  files  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there 
wohld  be  substantial  cost  for  the  exten¬ 
sive  additional  work  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  with  no  positive  indication  that 
the  result  of  the  work  would  be  remuner¬ 
ative  to  the  Government,  and  also  be¬ 
cause  of  the  theory  that  all  transactions 
were  between  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  and  other  Government  agen¬ 
cies  and  vei’y  little,  if  any,  represented 
transactions  with  private  corporations. 
I  cannot  accept  that  as  an  excuse  as  I 
do  not  think  anyone  knows  to  what  ex¬ 
tent  either  are  involved. 

In  the  first  place,  suppose  it  did  repre¬ 
sent  transfers  between  Government 
agencies.  Then  that  merely  means  that 
some  Government  agency  has  spent 
$96,000,000  more  than  Congress  knows 
about  or  perhaps  more  than  the  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  themselves  know  about — 
in  which  event  they,  too,  need  auditing. 
I  cannot  conceive  any  Government 
agency  or  series  of  Government  agencies 
absorbing  $96,000,000  without  knowing 
it. 

I  do  know  that  a  partial  examination 
of  the  records  in  my  own  office  disclosed 
13  recognized  errors,  not  one  of  which 
Involved  transactions  between  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  and  other 
Government  agencies.  As  a  result  of 
uncovering  these  errors  the  Government 
has  collected  $51,357.30. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  interesting  to  note 
that  the  books  balanced  before  I  called 
this  to  their  attention,  according  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

I  realized  that  this  $51,357.30  is  but  a 
small  part  of  the  $96,440,497  referred  to, 
but  it  does  constitute  proof  that  there 
was  a  great  laxity  in  the  handling  of 
these  accounts;  otherwise,  these  obvious 
discrepancies  would  have  been  recog- 


8312  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  June  6 


nized  by  their  auditors.  It  also  con¬ 
vinces  me  that  had  a  determined  effort 
been  made  at  the  right  time  a  substan¬ 
tial  amount  of  the  $96,000,000  could 
have  been  reconciled;  and  if  not  recon¬ 
ciled,  at  least  we  could  have  placed  the 
responsibility. 

At  this  time  I  shall  review  briefly  the 
cases  to  which  I  refer. 

On  March  26, 1949,  following  my  state¬ 
ment  in  the  Senate  the  previous  day 
relative  to  the  accounting  deficiencies  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  I 
received  a  note  fi’om  Mr.  Olin  R.  Den¬ 
nis,  of  Freeport,  Ill.,  stating  that  he  read 
in  the  daily  press  that  I  was  asking 
for  an  investigation  of  the  Corporation 
and  with  his  note  he  enclosed  a  copy  of 
a  letter  which  he  was,  as  of  that  date, 
forwarding  to  the  majority  leader,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas]  criti¬ 
cizing  his  premature  defense  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration. 

I  will  not  take  the  time  to  read  to 
the  Senate  this  entire  letter  which  Mr. 
Dennis  sent  to  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  However,  I  will  read  certain  ex¬ 
cerpts  relating  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  I  quote  from  the  letter: 

Enclosed  clipped  from  the  Freeport  Jour¬ 
nal-Standard  of  March  26.  I  happen  to  be 
politically  friendly  to  the  administration  and 
feel  that  a  reasonable  workable  program  of 
farm  price  supports  is  in  order  taut  I  feel 
bound  to  tell  you  that  you  are  not  being 
fair  to  agriculture,  the  administration,  nor 
yourself  in  rushing  blindly  to  the  support  of 
the  CCC,  because  it  is  badly  in  need  of  a 
rigorous  overhauling. 

Continuing  in  this  same  letter  Mr. 
Dennis  outlined  to  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  the  difficulties  that  he  and  his 
brother,  Alvadore  Dennis,  while  oper¬ 
ating  under  the  trade  name  of  Padua 
Grain  Co.,  Padua,  Ill.,  had  experienced 
in  trading  with  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  Mr.  Dennis  pointed  out 
how  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
had  arbitrarily  refused  to  pay  what  the 
company  considered  to  be  a  justified 
claim  and  which  at  that  time  had  been 
outstanding  nearly  6  years,  or  since  April 
1943. 

In  the  same  letter  Mr.  Dennis  also 
called  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  to  the  fact  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  one  instance  had 
forwarded  to  their  concern  three  checks 
for  the  same  transaction,  and  that  while 
these  checks  had  been  in  their  possession 
over  5  years,  the  Corporation  to  that 
date  had  not  corrected  its  error,  and 
probably  did  not  know  that  the  triplicate 
payment  was  outstanding. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  quote  further 
from  Mr.  Dennis’  letter  to  the  majority 
leader,  the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois, 
who  is  now  on  the  floor.  I  am  sure  he 
recalls  at  the  time  I  made  this  statement 
that  he  said  that  there  was  nothing 
wrong  with  the  affairs  of  this  Corpora¬ 
tion,  and  that  if  there  were  he  would  be 
the  first  man  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
to  demand  a  complete  Investigation  of 
any  corporation  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  which  the  Comptroller  General 
would  say  had  the  amount  of  $350,000,000 
unaccounted  for.  Early  in  the  evening  I 
said  that  I  was  sorry  that  the  enthusiasm 
expressed  that  day  by  the  dinstinguished 
majority  leader  apparently  had  faded  in 
the  subsequent  15  months. 


I  now  quote  from  Mr.  Dennis’  letter: 

The  Padua  Grain  Co.  handled  a  consid¬ 
erable  volume  of  other  grain  for  the  CCC  and 
In  one  case  they  forwarded  three  checks — 
In  considerable  amount — for  doing  one  job. 
My  brother,  being  an  honest  man,  of  course, 
did  not  cash  the  second  and  third  checks  but 
thinking  his  holding  them  might  Influence 
the  CCC  to  adjust  his  unpaid  claim  placed 
them  on  file  and  never  so  much  as  heard  from 
the  CCC  about  them. 

Pact  Is,  after  I  had  exhausted  every  argu¬ 
ment  I  could  think  of  to  induce  the  CCC  to 
pay  their  debt  while  I  was  in  their  Chicago 
office  I  asked  them  if  there  was  anybody  in 
the  office  who  really  knew  what  was  going  on, 
which  seemed  to  upset  them  somewhat.  It 
developed  that  they  actually  did  not  know 
that  they  had  issued  three  checks  in  pay¬ 
ment  for  the  one  job.  The  man  I  was  talk¬ 
ing  to  v;as  R.  W.  Hostrop,  in  charge  of  the 
auditing  and  accounting  section.  I  don’t 
think  that  I  would  care  to  employ  him  were 
I  in  need  of  a  bookkeeper. 

Naturally  being  very  much  interested 
in  this  situation  and  greatly  concerned 
over  the  fact  that  the  records  of  this 
Corporation  were  apparently  in  such 
condition  that  they  could  make  a  tripli¬ 
cate  payment  without  discovering  it  over 
a  period  of  5  years,  I  immediately  began 
checking  this  case. 

Following  a  series  of  correspondence, 
Mr.  Alvadore  Dennis,  the  owner  of  the 
Padua  Grain  Co.,  wrote  me  that  he  had 
received  payment  for  his  outstanding 
claim  and  in  turn  for  this  payment  had 
delivered  back  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  their  two  uncanceled  checks. 
For  the  record  I  will  quote  from  this  let¬ 
ter  of  Mr.  Dennis  dated  June  20,  1949, 
in  which  he  reviews  the  case. 

For  the  Record,  I  should  like  to  have 
inserted  at  this  point  a  copy  of  the  letter 
from  Mr.  Alvadore  Dennis. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

In  April  1944,  CCC  offered  a  short-time 
inducement  of  6  cents  per  bushel,  to  cover- 
shelling  and  trucking  costs,  in  order  to  stim¬ 
ulate  the  movement  of  corn,  at  celling  prices. 
Country  elevators  paid  these  charges  on  the 
corn  they  handled  and  collected  from  CCC. 
Under  this  arrangement,  I  handled  a  total  of 
11,908.52  bushels  and  on  May  29,  1944,  I 
mailed  an  Invoice  to  CCC  for  $595.45.  On 
May  31  they  mailed  me  a  check  for  this 
amount.  On  June  2,  they  mailed  me  another 
check,  and  on  June  5  still  another,  all  in  the 
same  amount  and  for  the  same  Invoice.  I 
cashed  only  the  first  check  but  the  other 
two  were  in  my  possession  until  recently. 

Last  December,  in  talking  to  my  brother, 
Olin  R.  Dennis  of  Freeport,  Ill.,  I  told  him  of 
my  experiences  with  CCC  and  that  they  still 
owed  me  money  for  handling  corn  in  1943. 
He  asked  for  my  file  containing  all  the  cor¬ 
respondence  and  information  and  took  this 
with  him  when  he  called  at  the  Chicago  of¬ 
fice  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  on  De¬ 
cember  23,  1948.  They  had  their  own  file 
as  well  as  mine  before  them,  and  they  ad¬ 
mitted  they  had  no  written  agreement,  but 
still  refused  to  pay.  My  brother  then  made 
some  remarks  as  to  their  unfairness  and 
inefficiency  and  disclosed  the  fact  that  they 
had  paid  me  three  times  to  cover  the  same 
service. 

On  January  17,  1949,  Mr.  Joseph  E.  Hayes, 
representing  CCC  and  Mr.  Frank  Hubert,  of 
McLean  County  Farm  Bureau  called  at  my 
office  and  asked  to  see  the  checks.  I  told 
them  I  was  going  to  put  them  up  in  my  office 
with  an  explanation  to  show  taxpayers  how 
CCC  used  their  money.  Mr.  Hayes  asked  me 


to  please  not  do  this.  He  promised  that  if  I 
would  let  him  have  the  checks,  he  would  see 
that  I  got  the  money  due  me  since  1943.  In 
order  to  close  the  matter.  I  gave  them  to  him 
and  later  received  a  check  in  full  from  CCC 
for  my  claim  which  they  previously  refused  to 
pay  many  times. 

There  was  really  no  connegtion  between 
the  corn  handled  in  1943  and  that  handled 
under  a  different  plan  in  1944.  It  is  very  ap¬ 
parent  that  I  was  paid  only  so  they  could 
recover  evidence  of  their  Inefficiency.  Not 
only  did  CCC  pay  me  three  times  for  the 
same  invoice  but  they  had  not  found  their 
errors  in  almost  5  years,  and  then  someone 
had  to  tell  them  about  it.  I  don’t  think  this 
could  happen  in  any  office  where  competent 
grain  men  and  auditors  were  employed. 

I  recently  sold  my  elevator  and  was  in¬ 
fluenced  in  doing  so  by  the  fact  that  CCC  will 
no  doubt  handle  a  large  percent  of  the  crops 
this  year.  I  have  no  desire  to  continue  in 
business  and  work  with  people  who  appar¬ 
ently  know  little  or  nothing  about  handling 
grain.  I  had  more  difficulty  in  handling  a 
few  thousand  bushels  of  grain  for  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  than  I  have  had  han¬ 
dling  millions  of  bushels  through  the  regu¬ 
lar  grain  trade  over  a  period  of  25  years. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
might  say  that  in  this  letter  Mr.  Dennis 
points  out  how,  in  his  opinion,  the  claim, 
which  had  been  5  or  6  years  outstanding, 
was  paid.  He  said  the  claim,  which  he 
felt  was  due,  but  which  had  been  denied, 
was  paid  by  the  Corporation  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  getting  back  from  him  the  two 
checks  which  they  had  paid  apparently 
before  he  forwarded  them  to  the  Senator 
from  Delaware.  Mr.  Dennis,  in  a  con¬ 
versation,  pointed  out  that  he  had  kept 
these  two  or  three  checks  for  4  or  5 
years,  had  them  framed  in  his  office,  as 
he  said,  to  show  to  his  customers  and  to 
the  people  in  his  vicinity,  what  kind  of 
a  loose  business  was  being  conducted  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
he  wanted  to  wait,  as  he  said,  to  see  how 
long  it  took  somebody  in  Washington  to 
discover  that  they  were  paying  two  or 
three  times  for  the  same  transaction. 
There  was  nothing  wrong  with  what  Mr. 
Dennis  did,  and  I  appreciated  the  fact 
that  he  called  the  matter  to  our  atten¬ 
tion.  He  had  called  it  to  the  attention 
of  the  Corporation  many  times  before, 
and  the  checks  were  turned  in. 

The  transaction  referred  to  above  was 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  along  with  other  instances 
in  which  the  transactions  appeared 
questionable,  and  on  August  30,  1949, 
they  confirmed  the  fact  that  upon  in¬ 
vestigation  they  had  paid  the  6-year  out¬ 
standing  claim  of  the  Padua  Grain  Co. 
and  in  turn  had  obtained  from  Mr. 
Dennis  the  two  outstanding  checks  repre¬ 
senting  the  triplicate  payment. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  denied 
that  there  was  any  connection  between 
the  two  transactions.  However,  it  is 
Interesting  to  note  that  the  settlement 
for  the  claim,  according  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture’s  letter,  was  made  on 
March  30,  1949,  5  days  after  my  dis¬ 
closure  in  the  Senate  of  the  irregularities 
in  this  Corporation,  and  4  days  after  Mr. 
Dennis  had  forwarded  me  a  copy  of  a 
letter  which  he  was  sending  to  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  LucasI,  in  which  he  not  only  out¬ 
lined  the  triplicate  payment,  but  also 
advised  the  Senator  that  a  copy  of  his 
letter  of  complaint  was  being  forwarded 
to  my  office. 
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Following  the  discovery  of  the  $1,190.90 
overpayment  to  the  Padua  Grain  Co.,  a 
spot  check  was  made  of  other  accounts 
in  that  area  and  11  other  similar  cases 
of  overpayments  were  uncovered  and  re¬ 
funds  amounting  to  $5,076.40  were  repaid 
to  the  Corporation. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  a  list  of  other  overpayments 
under  the  1944  corn  purchase  program 
disclosed  by  examination  made  following 
disclosure  of  overpayments  to  the  Padua 
Grain  Co.,  Padua,  Ill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 


follows : 

Amount 

Davis  Grain  Co.,  Toulon,  Ill _  $48.  50 

Sutherland  Grain  Co.,  Sutherland, 

Iowa _  23.  36 

Farmers  Elevator  Co.,  Gowrie,  Iowa-  435.  65 

H.  L.  Danielson  Elevator,  Newell, 

Iowa _  86.  05 

Farmers  Mutual  Cooperative  Co., 

Alton,  Iowa _  507.  99 

Lake  Park  Farmers  Elevator,  Lake  \ 

Park,  Ill _  720. 11 

Lake  Park  Grain  Co.,  Lake  Park, 

Ill _  780.  08 

Francis  Sherry  Elevator,  Flanagan, 

Ill _  86.  25 

Holmqulst  Grain  &  Lumber  Co., 

Lyons,  Nebr _  909.  02 

R.  H.  Coorts  Elevator,  Hartsburg, 

Ill _  847.  60 

Farmers  Union  Cooperative  Eleva¬ 
tor,  Wern,  Nebr _  631.80 


Total _ : _  5,076.40 


Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  books  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  there  appeared  another  ques¬ 
tionable  transaction  which  occurred  in 
1942  involving  two  carloads  of  canned 
meat  representing  $45,090. 

On  April  12, 1949, 1  directed  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Ralph  S.  Trigg,  President  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  request¬ 
ing  full  details  about  this  transaction. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  have  inserted  in  the 
Record  a  copy  of  that  letter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  12,  1949. 
Mr.  Ralph  S.  Trigg, 

President,  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Washington,  D.  C. 

De.ar  Mr.  Trigg:  Will  you  please  furnish  me 
with  the  full  details  regarding  the  transac¬ 
tion  Involving  two  carloads  of  canned 
luncheon  meat  processed  by  the  Dold  Pack¬ 
ing  Corp.,  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  and  accepted  at 
Buffalo  by  the  War  Food  Administration  in¬ 
spectors  for  shipment  to  Russia  via  Port¬ 
land,  Maine? 

This  transaction  was  covered  by  contract 
No.  22973,  shipping  order  MFO  242,  and  the 
approximate  date  was  May  1942. 

Yours  sincerely, 

John  J.  Williams. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  22,  1949, 1  received  an  acknowledg¬ 
ment  to  my  letter  from  Mr.  Trigg,  stat¬ 
ing  that  the  records  for  that  period  had 
been  placed  in  permanent  storage,  but 
that  the  information  requested  would  be 
furnished  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  a  copy  of  that  leter. 


There  being  not  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

United  States 

Department  op  Agriculture, 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  22,  1949. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  This  will  ac¬ 
knowledge  receipt  of  your  letter  of  April  12, 
1949,  In  which  you  requested  full  details  re¬ 
garding  the  transactions  Involving  two  car¬ 
loads  of  canned  luncheon  meat  purchased 
from  the  Dold  Packing  Corp.,  Buffalo,  N.  Y., 
by  the  Federal  Surplus  Commodities  Cor¬ 
poration  under  contract  No.  22973  and 
shipped  to  Portland,  Maine,  under  shipping 
order  MFO-242  In  1942. 

We  find  that  the  records  pertaining  to 
the  Federal  Surplus  Commodities  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  this  period  have  been  placed  in  per¬ 
manent  storage,  and  that  some  of  them  are 
located  outside  of  Washington,  D.  C.,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  wartime  location  of  the  operat¬ 
ing  offices  In  which  such  records  were  origi¬ 
nally  developed.  However,  we  shall  furnish 
the  information  you  requested  at  the  earliest 
possible  date. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ralph  S.  Trigg, 

President. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  on 
June  8,  1949,  I  received  a  letter  from 
Mr.  Trigg,  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  by 
me  on  another  subject,  and  included 
in  that  letter  further  reference  was 
made  to  this  canned-meat  transaction. 
I  quote  from  that  letter  that  portion 
which  referred  to  the  canned-meat 
transaction : 

You  also  requested  detailed  information  in 
two  other  letters,  one  of  April  12  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  two  carloads  of  canned  luncheon 
meat  processed  by  the  Dold  Packing  Corp., 
Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  in  1942,  and  the  other  on 
May  17  relative  to  an  item  of  $18,500,000 
referred  to  on  pages  59  and  60  of  the  Report 
of  the  General  Accounting  Office  on  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  year 
ended  June  30,  1945,  and  submitted  to  the 
Congress  on  March  30,  1949. 

We  have  already  performed  considerable 
work  on  these  requests,  but,  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  we  respectfully  suggest  that 
these  Inquiries  also  be  handled  as  a  part  of 
the  Investigation.  This  will  permit  all  re¬ 
lated  phases  of  these  matters  to  be  covered 
comprehensively  at  one  time  and  at  a  sav¬ 
ings  to  the  Government. 

On  June  10,  1949,  I  directed  a  reply 
to  Mr.  Trigg,  at  which  time  I  took  excep¬ 
tion  to  their  withholding  the  informa¬ 
tion  requested  by  me  on  the  basis  that 
they  would  subsequently  furnish  the  in¬ 
formation  to  the  committee,  and  at  this 
point,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  inserted  in  the  Record 
my  letter  of  June  10,  1949,  to  Mr.  Trigg. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  10,  1949. 
Mr.  Ralph  S.  Trigg, 

President,  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture, 

-  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Trigg:  In  reply  to  your  letter  of 
June  8,  1949,  I  am  not  at  all  satisfied  with 
that  portion  thereof  in  which  you  refuse  to 
furnish  the  Information  requested  by  me  In 
my  letter  of  April  12,  1949,  regarding  the 
transaction  Involving  the  two  carloads  of 
canned  luncheon  meat.  In  my  original  re¬ 
quest  I  furnished  you  with  rather  detailed 


8313 

information  regarding  this  transaction,  in¬ 
cluding  the  actual  contract  and  shipping 
order  numbers,  name  and  location  of  the 
corporation  from  which  shipped,  and  final 
designated  destination  for  these  two  cars. 

The  request  for  this  information  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  you  approximately  2  months  ago, 
during  which  time  I  have  repeatedly  been 
advised  by  your  office  that  the  Information 
was  being  obtained  from  your  New  York 
office  and  finally,  this  week,  I  was  again  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  Information  was  assembled  and 
Would  be  available  within  a  few  days.  I  was 
therefore  very  much  surprised  that  in  your 
letter  of  June  8  you  saw  fit  to  refuse  this 
Information.  The  Senate  Investigating  Com¬ 
mittee  has  already  been  advised  regarding 
this  transaction;  however,  I  still  insist  upon 
a  reply  to  my  letter  of  April  12,  1949. 

In  this  same  letter  of  June  8,  you  refer  to 
the  problem  of  compiling  the  Information 
requested  in  my  letter  of  May  4,  1949,  regard¬ 
ing  the  1944  shell-egg  program.  I  will  with¬ 
draw  my  request  at  this  time  for  a  break¬ 
down  of  the  transaction  under  items  (a)  and 
(c)  as  referred  to  in  your  letter  of  May  3, 
1949.  However,  with  reference  to  item  (d) 
referred  to  In  the  same  letter,  namely,  the 
1,198,973  dozen  eggs  charged  off  as  spoiled 
or  damaged  in  transit  or  In  warehouses,  I  do 
want  to  know  whether  or  not  claims  were 
filed  against  the  transportation  companies 
or  warehouse  companies  to  recover  this  loss,'' 
and  if  so,  to  what  extent. 

Yours  sincerely, 

John  J.  Williams. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  on 
July  7,  1949,  I  received  a  reply  from  Mr. 
Trigg  in  which  he  confirmed  that  an 
error  had  been  made  by  the  Corporation 
in  that  they  had  erroneously  paid  the 
Dold  Packing  Corp.  of  Buffalo,  N.  Y., 
$45,090  for  two  carloads  of  canned 
luncheon  meat  which  had  never  been 
delivered  to  the  Government  and,  upon 
demand,  the  Dold  Packing  Corp.  had  re¬ 
funded  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  the  $45,090. 

At  this  time,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  a  copy  of  Mr.  Trigg’s  letter 
dated  July  7, 1949. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

United  States 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  July  7,  1949. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams  :  Reference  is  made 
to  your  letter  of  June  10,  1949.  Contrary  to 
the  statement  made  In  your  letter  we  did 
not  refuse  to  furnish  any  of  the  information 
you  requested,  but  respectfully  suggested  to 
you  that  your  Inquiries  be  handled  as  a  part 
of  the  investigation  being  conducted  by  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  order  to  avoid  duplication 
of  effort  and  expense.  Notwithstanding  the 
possibilities  for  duplication  of  effort  and  ex¬ 
pense,  we  submit  the  information  you  re¬ 
quested. 

Where  the  facts  were  such  as  to  Indicate 
liability  on  the  part  of  carriers  or  warehouse¬ 
men  and  the  loss  pould  be  adequately  docu¬ 
mented,  claims  were  filed  for  shell  eggs 
spoiled  or  damaged.  However,  due  to  the 
wartime  conditions  under  which  this  emer¬ 
gency  program  was  conducted,  there  were 
relatively  few  such  claims.  In  the  greater 
number  of  instances  the  losses  represented 
c’'terloration  of  portions  of  lots  for  the  rea¬ 
sons  pointed  out  In  the  War  Food  Admin¬ 
istration  hearings,  namely,  these  were  cur¬ 
rent  receipt  eggs  and  were  generally  pur¬ 
chased  without  being  Inspected  or  candled 
because  of  the  extreme  scarcity  of  facilities 
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and  labor  at  the  time.  Another  Important 
factor  was  the  unavailability  of  the  usual 
types  of  containers,  1.  e.,  egg  crates.  In  many 
cases  it  was  necessary  that  Improvised  con¬ 
tainers  be  used  which  resulted  in  greater 
losses  than  would  normally  be  the  case. 
These  factors  are,  of  course,  not  present  in 
the  current  egg  price  support  program  and 
would  not  recur  in  the  event  it  were  deemed 
necessary  to  carry  out  a  shell  egg  program  at 
some  future  date. 

There  were  approximately  700  individual 
potential  claims  involved  in  the  1,198,973 
dozen  eggs  charged  off,  of  which  254  were 
adjudicated  as  constituting  a  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  carrier  or  warehouse.  Recoveries 
were  made  in  the  amount  of  $9,612.88;  how¬ 
ever,  we  are  aware  of  a  relatively  few  in¬ 
stances  in  which  reclaims  were  subsequently 
submitted  and  allowed  after  submission  of 
additional  information  and  documentary 
evidence  in  support  of  the  claimant’s  con¬ 
tentions.  The  dollar  amount  Involved  in 
such  reclaims  is  obviously  small.  The  extent 
to  which  such  reclaims  have  been  submitted 
E'-d  approved  could  only  be  furnished  by 
reviewing  and  searching  the  general  claims 
file  of  the  Corporation  for  a  considerable 
period  of  time.  Accordingly,  the  cost  of  fur¬ 
nishing  such  information  would  appear  to  be 
prohibitive  at  this  time  even  though  person¬ 
nel  were  available  which  is  not  the  case. 

The  two  cars  of  canned  luncheon  meat  were 
shipped  by  the  vendor  to  port  in  June  1942. 
Title  was  accepted  and  payment  was  made 
for  the  meat  upon  presentation  of  proper 
documentation  subject  to  rejection  at  port 
if  the  10-day  incubation  test  then  in  process 
by  the  Bureau  of  Animal  Industry  proved 
the  meat  was  not  to  be  acceptable.  The 
meat  was  found  to  contain  an  excess  number 
of  unsound  cans  and  was  returned  to  the 
vendor.  There  then  ensued  a  period  of  ap¬ 
proximately  2  years  during  which  the  vendor 
pursued  numerous  negotiations  with  BAI 
and  apparently  believed  It  had  reasonable 
prospect  of  redelivering  the  meat  under  an 
acceptable  Inspection  certification.  These 
efiorts  failed,  but  the  vendor  did  not  refund 
the  purchase  price  or  replace  the  rejected 
quantity  as  generally  practiced  during  the 
war  period,  nor  did  the  War  Pood  Adminis¬ 
tration  (Federal  Surplus  Commodities  Corpo¬ 
ration)  make  demand  for  such  refund. 
Upon  receipt  of  information  indicating  the 
possibility  of  a  refund  being  due  and  after  a 
considerable  search  of  the  dead  files,  demand 
was  made  upon  the  vendor  who  refunded  the 
amount  Involved  under  protest  pending  fur¬ 
ther  effort  to  check  his  records  of  the  trans¬ 
action,  which  as  indicated  above  occurred  in 
1942.  On  June  16,  1949,  the  vendor  advised 
that  two  of  their  plant  officials  in  charge 
at  that  time  had  subsequently  died  and  since 
their  records  for  1942  in  the  main  had  been 
destroyed,  it  was  not  possible  for  them  to 
check  the  transactions. 

Because  the  item  in  question  was  not  re¬ 
flected  as  a  receivable  in  the  accounting  rec¬ 
ords,  we  have  undertaken  a  review  of  other 
comparable  rejections  to  vendors,  particu¬ 
larly  as  to  failures  by  vendors  to  meet  BAI 
standards.  Our  view  has  covered  a  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  cases,  but  it  is  not  en¬ 
tirely  complete  because  of  the  necessity  to 
refer  to  files  long  in  dead  storage  in  field 
locations.  This  review  has  disclosed  no  other 
case  where  refund  has  not  been  received. 
However,  In  furtherance  of  our  efforts  to 
make  certain  that  the  interests  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  been  fully  protected,  we  shall 
be  glad  to  make  a  careful  Investigation  of 
any  further  information  in  your  possession 
v/hlch  has  not  heretofore  been  disclosed 
to  us. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ralph  S.  Trigg, 

President, 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  since 
this  letter  of  Mr.  Trigg’s  of  July  7,  1949, 


was  not  quite  clear  as  to  whether  or  not 
this  error  had  been  discovered  and  the 
refund  collected  prior  or  subsequent  to 
my  disclosure,  I  directed  a  further  letter 
to  Mr.  Trigg  on  that  same  date  asking 
upon  what  date  the  error  was  discovered, 
and  upon  what  date  the  repayment  was 
made. 

On  July  12,  1949,  I  received  a  reply 
from  Mr.  Trigg  confirming  the  fact  that 
the  refund  was  obtained  as  a  result  of 
my  initial  inquiry  and  that  the  payment 
was  received  from  the  Dold  Packing 
Corp.  on  May  18,  1949,  or  48  hours  after 
the  demand  for  payment  was  made. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  a  copy  of  my  letter  of  July 
7, 1949,  addressed  to  Mr.  Ralph  S.  Trigg, 
President  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  together  with  a  copy  of  the  re¬ 
ply  I  received  from  Mr.  Trigg  on  July  12, 
1949. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
referred  to  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  7,  1949. 
Mr.  Ralph  S.  Trigg, 

President,  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Trigg;  With  further  reference  to 
your  letter  of  July  7,  1949,  in  which  you  state 
that  upon  receipt  of  information  indicating 
the  possibility  of  a  refund  being  due  on  the 
transaction  involving  the  two  cars  of  canned 
luncheon  meat,  you  instituted  proceedings 
which  resulted  in  the  collection  of  a  refund. 

Will  you  please  advise  me: 

1.  Upon  what  date  was  the  referred-to  in¬ 
formation  received? 

2.  Upon  what  date  was  the  demand  for  re¬ 
payment  made  upon  the  vendor? 

3.  Upon  what  date  was  the  check  in  settle¬ 
ment  received? 

4.  What  was  the  amount  of  the  check? 

5.  What  was  the  amount  involved  in  the 
original  transaction,  including  any  trans¬ 
portation  charges  which  might  have  been 
paid  by  the  Government? 

Yours  sincerely, 

John  J.  Williams. 

United  States 
Departmerstt  of  Agriculture, 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  July  12, 1949. 
Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams  :  This  is  in  reply  to 
your  letter  of  July  7,  1949,  in  which  you  re¬ 
quested  additional  information  on  the  trans¬ 
actions  involving  the  two  cars  of  canned 
luncheon  meat  purchased  from  the  Dold 
Packing  Corp.  under  contract  FSC-229'?3, 
dated  May  23,  1942. 

The  following  information  is  submitted  in 
the  same  order  as  requested  in  your  letter; 

1.  The  information  Indicating  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  a  refund  being  due  was  developed 
by  the  PMA  Commodity  Office,  New  York, 
N.  Y.,  on  or  about  April  13,  1949,  as  a  result 
of  your  Initial  inquiry  dated  April  12,  1949. 

2.  Demand  for  repayment  from  the  vendor 
was  made  on  May  16,  1949,  following  an  ex¬ 
tensive  search  of  files  for  documentary  evi¬ 
dence  in  support  of  the  transactions. 

3.  The  vendor  submitted  its  check  in 
settlement  of  the  account  on  May  18,  1949. 
This  check  was  received  with  a  letter  of  pro¬ 
test  by  the  vendor  pending  completion  of 
a  recheck  of  their  records  for  evidence  of 
either  replacement  shipments  or  prior  reim¬ 
bursements  to  the  Federal  Surplus  Commod¬ 
ities  Corporation.  On  June  16,  1949,  the 
vendor  further  advised  that  two  of  their 


plant  officials  in  charge  during  the  time  the 
transactions  occurred  had  since  died,  and 
since  their  records  for  1942  in  the  main  had 
been  destroyed,  it  was  not  possible  for  them 
to  check  the  transactions. 

4.  The  amount  of  the  check  was  $45,090. 

5.  The  amount  involved  in  the  original 
transaction  was  $45,090,  as  all  transportation 
was  paid  on  commercial  bills  of  lading  by  the 
vendor. 

Sincerely  yours, 

.  Ralph  S.  Trigg. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
interesting  to  note  that  this  item  of 
$45,090  had  remained  undiscovered  on 
the  books  of  the  Corporation  for  7  years. 

The  record  indicated  that  this  $45,090 
check  was  initially  paid  to  the  Dold  Pack¬ 
ing  Corp.  for  delivery  of  two  carloads  of 
meat  which  were  subsequently  rejected 
by  the  Government  as  unfit.  For  a 
period  of  nearly  2  years  this  item  was 
carried  pending  on  the  books  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration,  during  which  time  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  apparently  was  attempting  to 
obtain  delivery  of  two  substitute  carloads 
of  acceptable  meat,  or  else  obtain  a 
refund  of  payment  which  had  previously 
been  made. 

However,  the  transaction  never  was 
carried  through,'  nor  were  the  books 
reconciled  by  either  the  delivery  of  the 
meat  or  the  refund  of  the  purchase  price 
therefor.  Under  the  loose  bookkeeping 
policies  of  the  Corporation,  this  item  was 
either  overlooked  or  ignored  and  I  could 
find  no  record  anywhere  indicating 
where  at  any  time  during  the  past  5  years 
the  Corporation  made  any  effort  to 
adjust  this  account,  nor  is  there  any 
indication  that  during  the  recent  years 
the  Corporation  even  knew  that  the  item 
was  outstanding  until  I  called  the  dis¬ 
crepancy  to  their  attention  in  April  1949. 

I  do  not  know  of  how  many  other  simi¬ 
lar  cases  of  irregularities  could  be  dis¬ 
covered  if  it  were  possible  to  reconstruct 
the  files  relating  to  the  $£6,440,497  which 
was  the  unreconciled  balance  appearing 
on  the  books  as  of  June  30,  1947. 

This  $96,440,497  which  was  subtracted 
from  the  assets  of  the  Coi’poration  as  of 
June  30,  1947,  in  order  to  bring  the  books 
of  the  Corporation  in  balance,  cannot  be 
excused  on  the  basis  that  it  represented 
transactions  between  Government  agen¬ 
cies  only.  If  so,  how  can  they  account 
for  the  fact  that  the  13  errors  uncovered 
through  my  office  all  represented  trans¬ 
actions  100  percent  with  private  indi¬ 
viduals  and  corporations? 

I  repeat.  Congress  should  not  even 
consider  extending  the  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  to  this  Corporation  by  an  addi¬ 
tional  $2,000,000,000  until  such  time  as 
the  books  of  the  Corporation  have  been 
audited  and  the  reports  of  the  audits 
submitted  to  Congress  in  accordance  with 
the  law.  That  has  not  been  done  for  the 
year  1948  nor  for  the  year  1949. 

As  Members  of  the  Senate,  I  do  not 
believe  we  have  any  right  to  authorize 
an  additional  $2,000,000,000  for  this  Cor¬ 
poration,  regardless  of  the  merits  of  the 
bill,  until  such  time  as  the  books  have 
been  submitted.  I  think  we  should  stop 
the  bill  where  it  is  and  wait  for  the  Cor¬ 
poration  to  submit  the  books. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  hope  that  that 
can  be  done,  and  joining  with  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  in  the  hope  that  we  can  fin- 
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ish  this  business  tonight,  I  have  con¬ 
cluded  my  remarks. 

Before  yielding  the  floor,  if  there  is  any 
Senator  who  wishes  to  take  exception 
to  any  statement  which  has  been  placed 
in  the  Record — -^nd  I  notice  that  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  on  the  floor — or  if  there 
are  any  Senators  who  wish  to  ask  any 
questions,  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

If  there  are  no  questions — apparently 
there  are  none — I  shall  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

I  hope  we  can  conclude  this  business 
tonight. . 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Senator  suggests  the  absence  of  a 
quorum,  will  he  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Very  well;  I  shall 
withhold  temporarily  the  suggestion  of 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  for  a 
question  only. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  believe  that  it  would  benefit 
the  Senate  if  we  studied  this  matter  be¬ 
fore  voting  on  this  measure? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  so,  or  per¬ 
haps  we  could  postpone  the  vote  on  the 
bill  to  an  indefinite  date  in  the  future, 
rather  than  kill  the  bill,  and  in  the  mean¬ 
time  get  the  books  before  us.  If  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  were  given  to  under¬ 
stand  that  these  books  must  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  us  before  any  action  at  all  will 
be  taken  by  the  Senate  on  this  measure, 
I  am  sure  the  books  would  soon  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  us.  The  books  are  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  downtown;  and  the  law  requires 
that  they  be  submitted  to  the  Congress. 
It  is  time  that  the  law  be  complied  with. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  order  to  get  this  in¬ 
formation,  let  me  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  whether  he  thinks  it  would  be 
wise  for  us  to  recommit  the  bill,  so  that 
the  committee  could  take  further  testi¬ 
mony  and  could  report  to  the  Senate  by  a 
certain,  specified  date. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  glad  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota  has  suggested 
that  course,  and  I  think  perhaps  it  would 
be  a  better  one  to  pursue,  rather  than  for 
us  to  defeat  the  bill.  I  think  the  action 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  has  just 
suggested  perhaps  would  be  the  better 
action  to  take ;  and  I  shall  give  it  consid¬ 
eration,  and  shall  be  willing  to  make  a 
motion  to  that  effect,  so  as  to  have  the 
Senate  take  such  action. 

However,  I  think  more  Members  of  the 
Senate  than  the  number  of  Senators  now 
in  the  chamber  should  be  present  when 
we  decide  exactly  what  we  shall  do  in 
this  connection. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Inasmuch  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  was  present  in  the 
committee,  I  am  very  much  interested  in 
the  various  items  the  Senator  has  said 
he  has  discovered  as  he  enumerated  them 
toward  the  conclusion  of  his  speech. 


Let  me  inquire  how  many  items  the 
Senator  discovered;  how  many  items 
were  there? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  think  there  were 
13  on  which  the  money  was  paid  back  or 
on  which  the  money  was  collected. 

Of  course,  I  wish  to  have  it  clearly  un¬ 
derstood  that  I  did  not  collect  the  money. 
The  money  was  paid  into  the  Corpora¬ 
tion,  and  the  Department  or  the  Cor¬ 
poration  did  the  running  down  of  the 
items  after  they  were  called  to  their  at¬ 
tention.  However,  the  money  was  paid 
back  to  the  Corporation. 

The  most  important  point  is  that  be¬ 
fore  these  recognized  errors  were  called 
to  their  attention  they  were  still  claim¬ 
ing  that  their  books  balanced.  That  is 
what  I  do  not  understand. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  LANGER.  What  puzzles  me  is 
how  the  books  could  balance  and  then 
later  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Delaware  discovered  a  $45,000  item. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  understand 
it;  nor  do  I  understand  what  prompted 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  write  a 
letter  to  the  Senate  a  year  ago  saying 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  did  not 
know  what  he  was  talking  about  when 
he  said  that  $350,000,000  was  unac¬ 
counted  for.  I  do  not  understand  what 
prompted  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
say  at  that  time  that  all  of  the  money 
was  accounted  for  when  he,  himself, 
knew  it  was  not  accounted  for.  He  had 
to  know  that,  if  he  was  on  the  job,  be¬ 
cause  a  year  later  he  wrote  another  letter 
to  the  committee,  and  in  it  he  said  that 
all  but  $96,000,000  was  accounted  for. 

So  certainly  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  knew  something  about  it;  if  he  did 
not,  he  was  not  attending  to  his  business. 
He  could  have  checked  the  records  easily, 
and  he  could  have  checked  them  after  he 
made  the  statement,  and  before  he  wrote 
the  letter,  if  he  knew  what  he  was  talk¬ 
ing  about. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Butler 

Capehart 

Donnell 

Dworshak 

Ecton 

Ellender 

Ferguson 

Prear 

Hill 


Hoey 

Ives 

Kilgore 

Danger 

Leahy 

Lehman 

Lucas 

McCarran 

Magnuson 

Martin 


Maybank 

Morse 

Neely 

Robertson 

Sparkman 

Stennls 

Thye 

Wherry 

Williams 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  names  of  the  absent  Senators. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  names 
of  the  absent  Senators,  and  Mr.  Cain, 
Mr.  Hendrickson,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr. 
Long,  and  Mr.  Mundt  answered  to  their 
names  when  called. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present. 


Mr.  LUCAS.  I  move  that  the  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  be  directed  to  request 
the  attendance  of  absent  Senators. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Sergeant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order 
of  the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay  Mr.  Fulbright,  Mr. 
Johnson  of  Texas,  Mr.  Saltonstall,  Mr. 
Brewster,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Bricker,  and 
Mr.  Russell  entered  the  Chamber  and 
answered  to  their  names. 

After  a  further  delay  Mr.  Flanders, 
Mr.  McMahon,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado, 
Mr.  Knowland,  Mr.  Malone,  and  Mr. 
Young  entered  the  Chamber  and  an¬ 
swered  to  their  names. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Sparkman  in  the  chair).  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Is  a  motion  to  adjourn  in 
order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  mo¬ 
tion  to  adjourn  is  in  order. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  move  the  Senate  adjourn. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington  that  the 
Senate  adjourn. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A 
quorum  is  not  present.  That  fact  has 
already  been  ascertained.  The  motion 
to  adjourn  is  in  order. 

Mr.  LUCAS  and  Mr.  CAIN  asked  for 
the  yeas  and  nays,  and  they  were  ordered. 

TTie  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson 
and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Chapman],  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Connally],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  George],  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gillette],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senators 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver  and  Mr. 
McKellar],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  McFarland],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney], 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas], 
and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Withers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  North  Car¬ 
olina  [Mr.  Graham],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers  1,  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings] 
are  absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  as  a  congres- 


No.  Ill - 15 


8316 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


June  6 


sional  adviser  to  the  United  States  del¬ 
egation  at  the  fifth  session  of  the  general 
conference  of  the  United  Nations  Edu¬ 
cational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organ¬ 
ization  now  being  held  in  Florence, 
Italy. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 

Downey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 

Humphrey]  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 

ness. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 

O’CoNOR]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  attending  the 
sessions  of  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as  a 
delegate  representing  the  United  States 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  JENNER]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Millikin],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Darby] 
Is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs. 
Smith]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
for  the  purpose  of  attending  the  UNESCO 
Conference  at  Florence,  Italy,  and  is 
paked  with  the  Senator  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  [Mr.  Smith].  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Maine  would  vote 
“nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cor¬ 
don],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Kem],  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Lodge]  ,  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Taft],  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  19, 
nays  28,  as  follows: 


YEAS— 19 


Brewster 

Ferguson 

Martin 

Bricker 

Flanders 

Morse 

Butler 

Hendrickson 

Saltonstal) 

Cain 

Ives 

Wherry 

Donnell 

Knowland 

Williams 

Dworshak 

Langer 

Ecton 

Malone 

NAYS— 28 

Aiken 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Mundt 

Capehart 

Kilgore 

Neely 

Ellender 

Leahy 

Robertson 

Prear 

Lehman 

Russell 

Fulbright 

Long 

Sparkman 

Hayden 

Lucas 

Stennls 

Hill 

McCarran 

Thye 

Hoey 

McMahon 

Young 

Holland 

Magnuson 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Maybank 

NOT  VOTING— 

49 

Anderson 

Eastland 

Kefauver 

Benton 

George 

Kem 

Bridges 

Gillette 

Kerr 

Byrd 

Graham 

Lodge 

Chapman 

Green 

McCarthy 

Chavez 

Gurney 

McClellan 

Connally 

Hickenlooper 

McFarland 

Cordon 

Humphrey 

McKellar 

Darby 

Hunt 

Millikin 

Douglas 

Jenner 

Murray 

Downey 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Myers 

O’Conor 
O'Mahoney 
Pepper 
Schoeppel 
Smith,  Maine 
Smith,  N.  J. 


Taft  Vandenberg 

Taylor  Watkins 

Thomas,  Okla.  Wiley 
Thomas,  Utah  Withers 
Tobey 
Tydings 


So  the  Senate  refused  to  ad.iourn. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  still  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  continue 
his  efforts  to  develop  the  presence  of 
a  quorum. 

After  a  little  delay,  Mr.  McClellan 
and  Mr.  Watkins  entered  the  Chamber 
and  answered  to  their  names. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  bill  be  recommitted  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  with  instructions  to  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  Senate  on  June  20;  that  the 
committee  be  instructed  during  the  in¬ 
tervening  period  to  give  consideration 
to  the  Aiken  amendment,  which  was  re¬ 
jected  this  afternoon,  which  would  cir¬ 
cumscribe  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture;  and  at  the  same  time, 
during  the  interval,  to  obtain  from  the 
proper  departments  the  audited  reports 
of  this  Corporation  for  the  fiscal  years 
1948  and  1949,  so  that  they  may  be 
examined  by  the  Committee  and  the 
Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Williams]. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Chap¬ 
man],  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Con- 
nally],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gillette],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senators  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver  and  Mr.  Mc- 
Kellar],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
McFarland],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Pepper],  and  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Thomas]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Graham],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  and  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings] 
are  absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  as  a  congres¬ 
sional  adviser  to  the  United  States  dele¬ 
gation  at  the  fifth  session  of  the  general 
conference  of  the  United  Nations  Educa¬ 


tional,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organ¬ 
ization  now  being  held  in  Florence,  Italy. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’CoNOR]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  attending  the 
sessions  of  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as  a 
delegate  representing  the  United  States. 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
“yea.” 

I  announce  further  that  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senators  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson  and  Mr.  Chavez], .the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Chapman], 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally]  , 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Dow¬ 
ney],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  George],  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gillette],  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  John¬ 
ston],  the  Senators  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver  and  Mr.  McKellar],  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr  and 
Mr.  Thomas],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  McFarland],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers  1,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas] 
would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Jenner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Millikin],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg], 
and  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley],  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Darby] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  for  the 
purpose  of  attending  the  UNESCO  Con¬ 
ference  at  Florence,  Italy,  and,  if  present 
and  voting,  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  who  is  necessarily  absent,  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Green].  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cor¬ 
don],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Kem],  the  Senator  from  Masachusetts 
[Mr.  Lodge],  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Taft],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey],  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 
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The  result  was  announced — yeas  21, 


nays  30, 

as  follows: 

YEAS— 21 

Brewster 

Ferguson 

Malone 

Bricker 

Flanders 

Martin 

Butler 

Hendrickson 

Morse 

Cain 

Ives 

Saltonstall 

Donnell 

Knowland 

Watkins 

Dworshak 

Danger 

Wherry 

Ecton 

McCarran 

Williams 

NAYS— 30 

Aiken 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Mundt 

Capehart 

Kilgore 

Neely 

Ellender 

Leahy 

O’Mahoney 

Frear 

Lehman 

Robertson 

Fulbrlght 

Long 

Russell 

Hayden 

Lucas 

Sparkman 

Hill 

McClellan 

Stennls 

Hoey 

McMahon 

Thye 

Holland 

Magnuson 

Withers 

Johnson,  Colo.  Maybank 

Young 

NOT  VOTING — 45 

Anderson 

Green 

Murray 

Benton 

Gurney 

Myers 

Bridges 

Hlckenlooper 

O’Conor 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

Pepper 

Chapman 

Hunt 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Jenner 

Smith,  Maine 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Smith,  N,  J. 

Cordon 

Kefauver 

Taft 

Darby 

Kem 

Taylor 

Doug’as 

Kerr 

Thomas.  Okla. 

Downey 

Lodge 

Thomas,  Utah 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Tobey 

George 

McFarland 

Tydings 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Vandenberg 

Graham 

Mlllikln 

Wiley 

So  Mr.  Williams’  motion  was  rejected^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

Mr.  IVES  and  other  Senators  asked 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Chap¬ 
man]  ,  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Con- 
nally],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gillette],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senators  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver  and  Mr.  Mc- 
Kellar]  ,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
McFarland],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Pepper]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Thomas]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  ,  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Graham],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  are 
absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  as  a  congres¬ 
sional  adviser  to  the  United  States  dele¬ 
gation  at  the  fifth  session  of  the  general 
conference  of  the  United  Nations  Educa¬ 
tional,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organ¬ 
ization  now  being  held  in  Florence,  Italy. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 


The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  attending  the 
sessions  of  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as  a 
delegate  representing  the  United  States. 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  McKellar]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Ty¬ 
dings]  .  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Maryland  would 
vote  “nay.” 

I  announce  further  that  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senators  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Chap¬ 
man],  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Connally],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Downey],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  [Mr.  George],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the  Senators 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver  and  Mr. 
McKellar],  the  Senators  from  Oklaho¬ 
ma  [Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr.  Thomas],  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  McFarland], 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Myers],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Pepper],  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Taylor],  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Thomas],  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas]  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Jenner]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney],  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Millikin],  and  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley] 
are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate.  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley]  and  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel]  would 
each  vote  “yea”. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Darby] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  for  the 
purpose  of  attending  the  UNESCO  Con¬ 
ference  at  Florence,  Italy,  and,-if  present 
and  voting,  would  vote  “yea”. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
looper]  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  who  is 
necessarily  absent.  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  would  vote 


“yea”,  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  would  vote  “nay”. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  who  is  necessarily  absent  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “yea”. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cor¬ 
don],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Kem]  ,  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mi\ 
Taft],  and  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Tobey],  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent.  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  would  vote  “yea”. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  46, 
nays  5,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 46 


Aiken 

Holland 

Maybank 

Brewster 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Morse 

Bricker 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Mundt 

Butler 

Kilgore 

Neely 

Cain 

Knowland 

O’Mahoney 

Capehart 

Danger 

Robertson 

Donnell 

Leahy 

Russell 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Sparkman 

Ecton 

Long 

Stennls 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Thye 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Watkins 

Flanders 

McClellan 

Wherry 

Fulbrlght 

McMahon 

Withers 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Young 

Hill 

Malone 

Hoey 

Martin 

NAYS— 3 

Frear 

Ives 

WlUlams 

Hendrickson 

Saltonstall 

NOT  VOTING — 45 

Anderson 

Green 

Murray 

Benton 

Gurney 

Myers 

Bridges 

Hlckenlooper 

O’Conor 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

Pepper 

Chapman 

Hunt 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Jenner 

Smith,  Maine 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Cordon 

Kefauver 

Taft 

Darby 

Kem 

Taylor 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Downey 

Lodge 

Thomas,  Utah 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Tobey 

George 

McFarland 

Tydings 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Vandenberg 

Graham 

Mlllikln 

Wiley 

So  the  bill 

(H.  R.  6567) 

was  passed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr. 

President,  I 

move  that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its 
amendment,  request  a  conference  with 
the  House  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Lucas,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Aiken,  and 
Mr.  Thye  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Pi’esident,  I  moye 
•oceed  to  the  consid^a- 
business. 

IS  agreed  to;  ,^d  the 
1  to  the  cq^ideration 
less. 

G  OFFpCTlR.  If  there 
are  no  reports  df  comafittees,  the  clerk 
will  state  the  nomna^ions  on  the  calen¬ 
dar. 

MOTOR  CARRipR;  CLA^lWS  COMMISSION 

The  executive  clerk  r^jd  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of,F’rank  E.  Hook,  eiif  Michigan, 
to  be  a- member  of  the  Moto^  Carrier 
Claims'  Commission.  \ 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  r  that 
nomination  should  be  passed  oven  for 
the  time  being. 
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■^>,The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  is  passed 
over; 

DE^RTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

The  executive  clerk  read  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  John  A.  McCone,  of  California, 
to  be  Under  secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

Mr.  DONNELlx  Mr.  President,  is  it 
the  intention  of  the  majority  leader  to 
move  or  request  that  the  President  be 
notified  of  the  confirmation  of  the  nomi¬ 
nation? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  will  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  that  it  is  not  my  inten¬ 
tion,  and  I  can  assure  him  that  from  now 
on  I  shall  not  make  that  request,  in  view 
of  his  repeated  admonitions  th*d  he  does 
not  want  it  done,  that  he  wants  tee  Sen¬ 
ate  to  abide  by  the  rules  respectine  that 
particular  situation,  \ 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  very  greatly  appre¬ 
ciate  the  courtesy  of  the  Senator,  and>.^ 
thank  him  for  it. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Dale  E.  Doty,  of  California,  to  be 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  resume  legis¬ 
lative  session. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  A  JOINT  SENATE 

AND  HOUSE  RECORDING  FACILITY 

Ml-.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
a  joint  resolution  on  the  calendar.  House 
Joint  Resolution  332,  to  which  there  is 
no  objection,  as  I  understand.  The  res¬ 
olution  provides  for  the  establishment  of 
a  joint  Senate  and  House  recording  fa¬ 
cility,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
the  immediate  consideration  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  this  joint  resolution  has  been 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt], 
together  with  the  Senator  from  Connect-  , 
icut  [Mr.  Benton],  gave  consider abli^ 
study  to  this  arrangement  for  recording 
the  speeches  and  observations  of  Sta¬ 
tors  and  Representatives.  The  pylvate 
property  of  the  person  who  h^  been 
using  it  has  been  purchased,  apd  it  will 
now  become  the  property  of  tee  Senate 
and  the  House.  The  report  pomes  unan¬ 
imously  from  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration.  So./ar  as  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  is  conceriled,  there  is  no 
objection.  I  think,  however,  that  inas¬ 
much  as  the  junior  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  is  present,  he  might  probably 
make  a  further  explanation  which  I 
think  would  be  in  order  at  this  time. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the  re¬ 
port  is  very  brief,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  placed  in  the  body  of 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
(No.  1490)  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows; 

The  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra- 
tloii,  to  whom  was  referred  the  Joint  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  J.  Res.  332)  providing  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Joint  Senate  and  House  record¬ 


ing  facility,  having  considered  the  same,  re¬ 
port  it  favorably  to  the  Senate  with  an 
amendment  and  recommend  that  the  Joint 
resolution,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

This  resolution,  as  amended  by  the  Senate, 
will  place  the  control  of  the  Senate  and 
House  Joint  radio  facility,  now  being  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
under  the  direction  of  a  Joint  committee 
chosen  from  the  membership  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration  and 
the  Committee  on  House  Administration  of 
the  House. 

This  procedure  is  at  variance  with  the 
House  text,  which  would  leave  the  control  of 
the  facility  to  the  Secretary  and  the  Clerk. 
The  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion,  however,  feels  that  a  subcommittee  of 
the  administration  committees  of  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  will  be  in  a  better 
position  to  oversee  the  functions  of  the  fa¬ 
cility  and  its  services  for  Congress  in  the 
same  manner  that  subcommittees  of  the  two 
standing  committees  mentioned  above  keep 
Jurisdiction  over  the  Library  of  Congress  and 
the  Government  Printing  Office. 

The  new  provision  also  Inserted  by  the 
committee  would  authorize  the  disbursement 
of  not  less  than  $13,000  nor  more  than  $15,000 
^^or  the  purchase  of  privately  owned  equip- ^ 
n^ent  now  in  use  at  the  facility  and  cui/ 
retely  under  lease  by  the  Senate  and  tee 
Ho^^e  from  the  Coordinator,  pursuant  t0  an 
agre»ent  entered  into  on  August  1,  te47. 

All  flurrent  bank  balances  which  have  re¬ 
sulted  l^m  the  operation  of  the-  facility 
since  19^  approximately  $64,700,  will  be 
placed  in  aWvolving  fund  to  finance  future 
expenses,  other  than  salaries,  the  facility. 
The  House  text  provides  that' this  revolving 
fund  shall  be  Itetablished  ifi  the  Treasury. 
The  amendment\ecommended  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  places  sucmfund  within  the  contin¬ 
gent  fund  of  the  Haysp',  to  be  disbursed  on  . 
vouchers  of  the  chairildan  of  the  Joint  com¬ 
mittee,  but  with  te®  ''Concurrence  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Hj#Use  Administration  Com¬ 
mittee.  /  \ 

Salaries  of  tiyi  facility  wiX  continue  to  be 
met  by  approwiatlons  under'^e  yearly  leg¬ 
islative  appr^/priation  acts.  \ 

The  comlfalttee  amendment  aifo  author¬ 
izes  the  making  of  disk,  film,  an(|^  tape  re- 
cordingrf  and  the  operation  of  a  ptolic-ad- 
dress^stem  for  the  benefit  of  the  ctagres- 
sionte  committees.  The  bond  condlti^s  of 
the  House  text  are  retained,  and  the  sufeer 
l^endent  who  will  administer  the  faci  , 
jmder  the  Joint  resolution  is  to  render  qua: 
>^erly  reports  of  his  operations  to  the  Joint\ 
committee.  An  audit  must  be  taken  each 
•year,  or  at  lesser  intervals,  if  the  joint  com¬ 
mittee  so  desires. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  Connec¬ 
ticut  [Mr.  Benton]  and  I  were  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  two  selected  by  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  We  held  hearings  on  the  matter 
and  went  into  it  very  thoroughly.  There 
is  no  expense  to  the  Senate  involved. 
It  simply  provides  a  better  system  of 
bookkeeping  and  housekeeping. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  due 
to  some  little  confusion  I  do  not  know  to 
what  resolution  the  Senator  is  referring. 
May  I  be  informed?  What  calendar 
number  are  we  considering? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  resolution  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (H.  J.  Res.  332)  providing  for  the 
establishment  of  a  joint  Senate  and 
House  recording  facility. 


Mr.  LUCAS.  It  is  a  facility  which 
Senator  from  Vermont  uses  occasiona>!y. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  I  am  very  gl^  to 
use  the  facility,  and  I  am  in  heart/^ sup¬ 
port  of  the  resolution.  y 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  was  sure  tl^Senator 
would  be  in  support  of  it  wh^  he  found 
out  what  it  was  all  about.  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFl^R.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present ^nsideration  of 
the  joint  resolution?  / 

There  being  no  ob^ction,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consi^r  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  J.  Res.  3^)  providing  for  the 
establishment  oy  a  Joint  Senate  and 
House  Recording  Facility,  which  had 
been  reporte^ from  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and/ Administration  with  an 
amendmeijt  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting/^lause  and  to  insert: 

That  /here  is  hereby  established  a  Joint 
Senate/and  House  Recording  Facility  (here- 
inafte'  referred  to  as  the  Facility). 

The  Facility  shall  assist  Members  of 
th^  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  in 
aklng  disk,  film,  and  tape  recordings, 
/arranging  for  time  for  radio  broadcasts  of 
such  recordings,  and  in  the  performance  of 
such  other  functions  and  duties  in  connec¬ 
tion  therewith  as  may  be  necessary,  includ¬ 
ing  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  a 
public-address  system  for  the  convenience  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  (including  any 
committee  of  either  House  of  Congress,  and 
any  Joint  committee) . 

(b)  The  recording  and  other  facilities  shall 
be  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  Members  of 
the  Senate  and  House. 

(c)  There  is  hereby  established  a  Joint 
congressional  committee  (hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “Committee”)  to  be  com¬ 
posed  of  three  members  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  to  be 
appointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate, 
and  three  members  of  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  -  of  Representatives.  Vacan¬ 
cies  in  the  membership  of  the  committee 
shall  not  aSect  the  power  of  the  remaining 
members  to  execute  the  functions  of  the 
committee,  and  shall  be  filled  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  original  selection.  The  com¬ 
mittee  shall  select  a  chairman  and  a  vice 
chairman  from  among  its  members. 

(d)  The  committee  shall  exercise  super¬ 
vision  and  control  over  the  Facility,  and 
shall  promulgate  such  annual  regulations  as 

•  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  Joint  resolution. 

-^(e)  Subject  to  the  appropriations  made 
thWefor,  the  committee  is  authorized  to 
appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  a  super- 
Inteniient  and  such  other  employees  as  are 
deemed'^ecessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  Joint  resolution.  The  Coordinator 
of  the  Jdint  Facility  and  the  employees 
thereof  shall  continue  in  office  until  the 
committee  mkkes  the  appointments  author¬ 
ized  herein.  '  ^ 

(f)  The  superintendent  shall,  subject  to 
the  approval  of  thfe  committee,  set  the  price 
of  all  recordings^  public-address-system 
rentals,  and  other  sV^lces,  and  collect  all 
moneys  due  the  Facility. 

(g)  All  purchase  orders  of  the  Facility  of 
more  than  $100  previous  to  being  Issued  by 
the  superintendent,  shall  b^pproved  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee.' 

(h)  The  superintendent  shUl  maintain 
detailed  records  of  all  moneys  ejected,  de¬ 
posited,  and  expended,  and  shall  me  quarter¬ 
ly  reports  thereof  with  the  committee.  Such 
records  shall  be  audited  annually,  Rnd  at 
lesser  Intervals  if  the  committee  so  directs. 

(i)  All  balances  of  the  Joint  Facility  on 
hand  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Joint 
resolution  and  all  moneys  hereafter  received 
by  the  Facility  from  sales  or  rentals,  the  sale 
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^ch  egg-candling  services  [would  not  be] 
v?tthln  the  agricultural  exemption.” 

^  a  result  of  this  decision,  employees  of 
Farni^  Cooperatives,  who,  along  with  their 
empld^rs,  have  contributed  to  the  social- 
securit^/und,  are  denied  benefits  normally 
accruing  from  such  fund  solely  because  they 
are  employ^  by  Farmer  Cooperatives.  They 
would  be  co^red  and  receive  benefits  under 
the  act  if  the;J^ere  doing  identical  work  for 
noncooperativeSprganizations.  The  •  Senate 
and  House  versions  of  H.  R.  6000,  we  believe, 
will  cure  this  def^  in  the  future  if  either 
the  Senate  or  Ho^e  version  is  enacted. 
However,  this  does  nofejelieve  the  discrimina¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  emjhiioyees  and  employers 
who  have  contributed  to  l^e  fund  in  the  past 
In  the  honest  belief  that  'ttiey  were  covered 
by  its  terms.  Under  the  preltent  law,  In  fact, 
the  employer  and  employee Vre  prohibited 
from  securing  refunds  from  arn^nts  paid  to 
the  funds  for  periods  preceding  shears  prior 
to  the  time  a  claim  is  filed.  In  other  words, 
employees  of  the  Poultry  Producer^bf  Cen¬ 
tral  California  and  similar  cooperativ€ 

Izations  who  have  contributed  to 
for  approximately  10  years  are  deprived  HKJm 
receiving  any  benefits  under  the  fund 
prohibited  from  receiving  refunds,  except  fc 
the  final  4  years  of  the  period. 

The  amendments  herewith  proposed  would 
cure  this  situation. 

HOUSE  BILLS  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  were  severally  read 
twice  by  their  titles,  and  referred,  or 
ordered  to  be  placed  on  the  calendar, 
as  indicated: 

H.  R.  612.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Col.  W. 
M.  Chubb; 

H.  R.  1022.  An  act  conferring  jurisdiction 
upon  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Delaware  to  hear,  determine, 
and  render  judgment  upon  the  claim  of 
Alvin  Smith,  of  New  Castle,  Del.,  arising  out 
of  the  damage  sustained  by  him  as  a  result 
of  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
New  Castle  United  States  Army  Air  Base, 
New  Castle,  Del.; 

H.  R.  1789.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Shelby 
Shoe  Co.,  of  Salem,  Mass.; 

H.  R.  1854.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ken¬ 
neth  Everard  Hadfield; 

H.  R.  2234.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Gladys  J.  Senyohl  McCarthy; 

H.  R.  2256.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ange¬ 
lina  Marsiglla; 

H.  R.  2462.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mlju 
Iserl  Tsuda; 

H.  R.  2600.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ralph  / 
Dunsmore; 

H.  R.  2808.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gr^e 
G.  Walker;  / 

H.  R.  3316.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  tjie  es¬ 
tate  of  the  late  Francisco  J.  Cordov|(,' 

H.R.  3328.  An  act  for  the  relief.  Of  Dan¬ 
iel  Lindsey  Payne;  / 

H.R.  3995.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ann- 
etta  Bachls,  Anna  Bellanl,  Angina  Colombo, 
Marla  Grazia  Imparl,  Fr^'ca  Porricino, 
and  Antonia  Tirabassl; 

H.  R.  4528.  An  act  to  (^nfer  jurisdiction 
upon  the  Court  of  Clajms  to  hear,  deter¬ 
mine,  and  render  judgpient  upon  the  claim 
of  Louis  J.  Marx; 

H.R.  5016.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Virginia  Dalla  Rc^a  Prati  and  her  minor 
son,  Rolando  Daua  Rosa  Prati; 

H.  R.  5109.  act  for  the  relief  of  Ger¬ 
aldine  L.  Smljih,  mother  and  natural  guard¬ 
ian  of  Thornfes  Clayton  Smith,  a  minor; 

H.  R.  615y.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
legal  gua/iilan  of  Anthony  Albanese,  a  mi¬ 
nor; 

H.  I}i  6381.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Billy 
Ray  Ridenour  and  L.  L.  Ridenour; 

H.  R.  5470.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Joseph 
A.  Haddad; 

H.  R.  5849.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sam¬ 
uel  M.  Kornegay; 


H.  R.  5960.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lt. 
Comdr.  Evan  L.  Krogue; 

H.  R.  5979.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John 
Twelt; 

H.  R.  6173.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sun  Yip 
Chin  and  Chung  Lum  (Lum  Chung) ; 

H.  R.  6225.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Almee  Hoyningen-Huene; 

H.  R.  6458.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Maj. 
Roy  E.  Bevel; 

H.R.  6461.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jirina 
Zlzkovsky; 

H.  R.  6758.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ruby 
Thaw  and  fta  Sein; 

H.  R.  7016.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Margaret  O’Donnell  and  Mrs.  Arlene  R. 
Shannon; 

H.  R.  7046.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  C.  W. 
Jacobs; 

H.  R.  7074.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hlroko . 
Fujiwara  Matsuoka  and  Mimlyo  Matsuoka;  t 
H.  R.  7078.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  f 
Elko  Yamada  Nagatoshi,  Edward  Takeo  Na- 
gatoshl,  and  Frances  Yoko  Nagatoshi; 

H.  R.  7114.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John 
Joseph  Griffin; 

H.  R.  7253.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Charles 
Wilson  Roland  and  Mirtie  L.  Roland; 

H.  R.  7314.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Yukie 
Nishimura  Okubo; 

H.  R.  7392.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Colum- 
Bus  Finley; 

IL  R.  7428.  An  act  to  admit  Mrs.  Brna 
TbaU  to  the  United  States  for  permanent 
resid^ce; 

H.  r!'C608.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mitsuko 
Morlta;  X 
H.  R.  76^ 

Arakawa  an| 

H.  R.  7706. 

Kurihara; 

H.  R.  7779.  An^ct  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Stamatia  LymberS^oulos  and  Leonidas  Stav- 
rou  Llmperopoulos;\ 

H.  R.  7812.  An  act  tQr  the  relief  of  Martha 
Aporta  Strickland; 

H.  R.  7899.  An  act  foR.  the  relief  of  Mrs 
Michiko  Nogaml /lotter  a^^Katsumi  Cotter; 

H.  R.  7944.  Aa'  act  for  th^relief  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Albert  Chandler;  'v 

H.  R.  7961 /An  act  for  the  relief  of  Chlyoko 
Yano; 

H.  R.  8067.  An  act  for  the  relief  Mrs.  Yup 
Boon  ^oan)  Kim  Skanes;  \ 

T.  jQj.  .(.jjg  relief  or 


An  act  for  the  relief  of  Fumlko 
her  child  Rie;  / 

^n  act  for  the, relief  of  Ayako 


’tteruko 
Yol^iko 
An  act  for  the  relief  of  MldoH 


An  act  for  the  relief  of 


H.  b:  8098. 

Ishljtkwa; 

i^.R.  8117. 

BJihory; 

■'  H.R.  8119. 

Ohta  (also  known  as  Mary  Stephen) ;  \ 

H.  R.  8125.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  ' 
Hisae  Kawauchl  Kelly; 

H.  R.  8155.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Chiyo 
Furumura  Yoshida; 

H.  R.  8180.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Parue 
K.  Tsugaml; 

H.  R.  8245.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Ales¬ 
sandro  Rizzo; 

H.  R.  8382.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Misao  Hatanaka  Deskins; 

H.  R.  8519.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  Archer  C.  Gunter;  and 

H.  R.  8585.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Athina 
Mary  Onassls;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

H.  R.  6270.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
certain  allotted  inherited  land  on  the  Winne¬ 
bago  Indian  Reservation,  Nebr.; 

•H.  R.  6699.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
certain  land  on  the  Rosebud  Indian  Reserva¬ 
tion,  S.  Dak.,  allotted  to  Susan  Eagle  Dog; 

H.  R.  6703.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
certain  allotted  Inherited  land  on  the  Rose¬ 
bud  Indian  Reservation,  S.  Dak.; 

H.R.  6963.  An  act  authorizing  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  issue  a  patent  In  fee 
to  Guy  L.  Heckenllvely; 

H.R.  7293.  An  act  authorizing  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  issue  a  patent  in  fee 
to  Charlotte  Geisdorff  Kibby;  and 


H.  R.  7294.  An  act  authorizing  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  issue  a  patent  in  fee 
to  Rebecca  Collins  Ross;  to  the  Comiplttee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

H.  R.  8604.  An  act  to  provide  for  .the  con¬ 
veyance  of  the  Percy  Jones  Gener^'  Hospital 
Gull  Lake  Annex,  Gull  Lake,  Mich.,  to  the 
W.  K.  Kellogg  Foundation,  Battle  Creek, 
Mich.;  to  the  Committee  on  Aimed  Services. 

H.  R.  8422.  An  act  for  tije  relief  of  Car- 
mencita  von  Plettenberg,'  ordered  to  be 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

HOUSE  concurrent  RESOLUTION 

REiy^RRED 

The  concurre^it  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res.  187)  favoiiihg  the  grant  of  status  of 
permanent  r/iSidence  to  certain  aliens 
was  referr^  to  the  Committee  on  the 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OF 
COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION- 
APPOINTMENT  OP  ADDITIONAL  CON¬ 
FEREES 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  names  of 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hoey]  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young!  be  added  as  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrow¬ 
ing  power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

-  UUiVIMENL'KM'EOTrigiiigRIgSIS'Sg  ambassa¬ 
dor  HENRI  BONNET  AT  FLORIDA  STATE 
UNIVERSITY 

[Mr.  HOLLAND  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  address  de¬ 
livered  by  the  Honorable  Henri  Bonnet,  Am¬ 
bassador  of  France,  at  the  graduation  exer¬ 
cises  of  the  Florida  State  University,  at  Tal¬ 
lahassee,  Fla.,  on  June  5,  1950,  which  appears 
in  the  Appendix.] 

IP  YOU  WERE  JOE  STALIN — ARTICLE  BY 
SENATOR  WILEY 

[Mr.  BREWSTER  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  article  en¬ 
titled  “If  You  Were  Joe  Stalin,”  written  by 
Senator  Wiley  and  published  in  the  May 
1950  issue  of  the  Reserve  Officer,  which  will 
,^appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

^TTY-FIFTH  ANNIVERSARY  OP  JEWISH 
V^R  VETERANS— ADDRESS  BY  LOUIS  B. 

mSyer 

[Mr^^BREWSTER  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  pointed  in  the  Record  an  address  de¬ 
livered  b^^Louis  B.  Mayer  at  the  dinner  in 
New  York  CWebratlng  the  fifty-fifth  anniver¬ 
sary  of  the  fSynding  of  the  Jewish  War  Vet¬ 
erans  of  the  U^ted  States,  which  appears  in 
the  Appendix.]  \ 

COMMENCEMENtKaDDRESS  BY  DAVID  E. 
FINLEY  AT  UNlyERSITY  OF  SOUTH 
CAROLINA 

[Mr.  MAYBANK  askecLand  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  RBcord  a  commence¬ 
ment  day  address  delivered  by  David  E.  Fin¬ 
ley,  Director  of  the  National' Gallery  of  Art, 
at  the  graduating  exercises  of  the  University 
of  South  Carolina,  at  Columbia.,  S.  C.,  on 
June  5,  1950,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

HYDROELECTRIC  DEVELOPMENT  IN  NEW 
ENGLAND— EDITORIAL  COMMENT 

[Mr.  LODGE  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “The  $64  Question,”  published  in  the 
Boston  (Mass.)  Record  of  May  24,  1950,  and 
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an  editorial  entitled  “Out  in  Cold,”  published 
In-.. the  Boston  (Mass.)  American  of  May  25, 
19^  relating  to  river  development  in  New 
EnglS^ld,  which  appear  in  the  Appendix.] 

A  THO0GHT  FOP, 

EDITO'tUAL  PROM 
(MINN.) 't^^EWS 

[Mr.  THY^k  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  irIL  the  Record  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  "A  ThouglW  for  Memorial  Day,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  M^tevideo  (Minn.)  News, 
which  appears  in  tne  Appendix.] 

REQUESTS  FOR  VETO  OP  BASING-POINT 


[Mr.  LEHMAN  asked  an^^btained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  REco^^memorlals  ad¬ 
dressed  to  the  President  of  tn^United  States 
by  officers  of  the  National  Fe(SKation  of  In¬ 
dependent  Business,  the  Natic^pl  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Retail  Druggists,  and  '^e  United 
States  Wholesale  Grocers’  Associd^on,  re¬ 
questing  a  veto  of  Senate  bill  1008,  w^h  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  Appendix.]  V, 

REPORT  OF  CITIZENS  COMMITTEE 

DISPLACED  PERSONS  * 

V 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the  body 
of  the  Record  a  copy  of  a  report  which 
has  been  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate,  pursuant  to  the  Lobbying  Act,  by 
the  Citizens  Committee  on  Displaced 
Persons  showing  receipts  and  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  quarter  beginning  January 
1,  1950,  and  ending  March  31,  1950. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  in¬ 
sert  in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  table 
which  I  have  compiled  from  the  quarterly 
reports  which  have  been  filed  by  the 
Citizens  Committee  on  Displaced  Per¬ 
sons,  pursuant  to  the  Lobbying  Act. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
and  table  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

May  1,  1950. 

Report  Pursuant  to  Federal  Regulation  op 
Lobbying  Act 


H, 


A.  Organization  or  individual  filing — State 
name,  business  address,  and  nature  of  busi¬ 
ness:  Citizens  Committee  on  Displaced  Per¬ 
sons,  303  Lexington  Avenue,  New  York. 

B.  Employer — State  name,  address,  and 

nature  of  business.  If  there  is  no  employer, 
write  "None.”  (If  the  work  is  done  in  the 
Interest  of  one  person,  but  payment  there¬ 
for  is  made  by  another,  list  both  persons  a9'‘ 
employers.)  None.  / 

C.  Legislative  interests,  and  publlca^ns 

In  connection  therewith:  / 

1.  State  approximately  how  long  legisla¬ 
tive  Interests  are  to  continue.  If  l^islatlve 
Interests  have  terminated  with  tKe  current 
quarter:  Please  explain,  so  that^hls  Office 
will  no  longer  expect  to  recelv^eports. 

2.  State  the  general  legislajiwe  Interests  of 
the  person  filing  and  set  £(jrth  the  specific 
legislative  interests  by  ramlng:  (a)  Short 
titles  of  statutes  and  hifis;  (b)  House  and 
Senate  numbers  of  blUe,  where  known;  (c) 
citations  of  statutes,  where  known. 

3.  In  the  case  o^,^each  publication  which 
the  person  filing  Jras  Issued  or  caused  to  be 
issued  in  connep^lon  with  legislative  inter¬ 
ests,  set  forth/'  (a)  Description,  (b)  quan¬ 
tity  publish^,  (c)  date  of  publication,  (d) 
name  of  primer. 

(Answej.'ttems  1,  2,  and  3  in  the  space  be¬ 
low.  A^fach  additional  pages  if  more  space 
is  needled.) 

1.  Until  passage  of  H.  R.  4567. 

2.  H.  R.  4567. 

3.  (a)  “It  Is  Still  True”— a  leaflet;  (b) 
$25,000;  (c)  January  1950;  (d)  La  Salle  Letter 
Co. 


Also  reprints  of  materials  originally  re¬ 
leased  prior  to  1950. 

4.  Note. — If  this  is  a  preliminary  report,  in 
addition  to  the  other  data  in  the  space  above, 
state:  (a)  Whether  compensation  is  to  be 
paid  by  the  day,  by  the  month,  or  by  the 
year;  (b)  what  the  rate  of  compensation  is 
to  be;  (c)  what  the  approximate  period  of 
employment  will  be;  (d)  what  the  nature 
and  amount  of  anticipated  expenses  will  be. 

AFFIDAVIT 

State  op  New  York, 

County  of  New  York,  ss:  ^ 

The  undersigned  aflfiant,  being  duly  sworn, 
says: 

1.  That  he  has  examined  the  attached  re¬ 
port,  numbered  consecutively  from  page  1 
through  page  5,  and  the  same  is  true,  cor¬ 
rect,  and  complete  as  he  verily  believes. 

2.  That  he  is  secretary  of  the  above-named 
organization  for  whom  such  report  is  field, 
and  that  he  is  authorized  to  make  this  affi¬ 
davit  for  and  on  behalf  of  such  person.  [If 
the  report  is  for  an  individual,  strike  out 
paragraph  2.] 

William  S.  Bernard, 

Affiant. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
28th  day  of  April  1950. 

Lydia  Constantino, 

Notary  Public,  State  of  New  York. 
Receipts  (including  contributions  apd 
lo^$j|S)  (from  which  expenditures  are  made, 
or  wfc  be  made,  in  connection  with  l^sla- 
tlve  In^rests) :  / 

Recess  (other  than  loans)  : 

1.  $ — dues  and  assessment^. 

2.  $77,98^8  gifts  of  money. 

3.  $ — ^ — J^nrinted  or  duplicated  matter 
received  as  a\lft. 

4.  $ - refelpts  from  safe  of  printed  or 

duplicated  mattst 

5.  $ - receiv^  for  services,  1.  e.,  salary, 

fee,  per  diem,  etc.  V 

6.  $ -  other  ccii|6rlbutlons  received. 

7.  $77,980.78  total  'fo|'  this  quarter  (add 

items  1  through  6),f  \ 

8.  $ -  receii^ed  durn^  previous  quar¬ 

ters  of  calendar  year.  ^ 

9.  $77,980.78 /€otal  from  January  1  through 
this  quarter  j(4dd  7  and  8).  ^ 

Loans  reijeived,  section  302  The  term 
“contrlbujfon”  Includes  a  *  ^  ♦  loan. 

10.  $5(ffi,000  total  now  owed  to  ^hers  on 
account  of  loans. 

.  ll._,4 -  —  borrowed  from  others  aurlng 

thiarquarter. 

J'z.  $25,000  repaid  to  others  during  fIMs 
garter. 

Contributors  of  $500  or  more  (from  JanuN 
: '  ary  1  through  this  quarter) . 

13.  Have  there  been  such  contributors? 
Please  answer  “Yes”  or  “No”:  Yes. 

14.  In  the  case  of  each  contributor  whose 
contributions  (including  loans)  during  the 
period  from  January  1  through  the  last  day 
of  this  quarter,  total  of  $500  or  more. 
Attach  hereto  plain  sheets  of  paper,  approxi¬ 
mately  the  size  of  this  page,  tabulate  data 
under  the  headings  “amount”  and  “name 
and  address  of  contributor;  and  Indicate 
whether  the  last  day  of  the  period  is  March 
31,  June  30,  September  30,  or  December  31. 
Prepare  such  tabulation  in  accordance  with 
the  following  example; 

Name  and  address  of  contributor  (period 
from  Jan.  1  through  Mar.  31,  1950) 

AinouTti 

John  Doe,  1621  Blank  Bldg.,  New 

York,  N.  Y - $1,  500 

The  Roe  Corp.,  2511  Doe  Bldg.,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Ill -  1,  785 

Total _  3,  285 

E.  Expenditures  (Including  loans)  in  con¬ 
nection  with  legislative  Interests: 

Expenditures  (other  than  loans) : 

1.  $4,707.22  public  relations  and  advertis¬ 
ing  services. 

2.  $16,327.04  wages,  salaries,  fees,  commis¬ 
sions  (other  than  Item  1), 


3.  $ - gifts  or  contributions  made  dur¬ 

ing  quarter. 

4.  $16,421.58  printed  or  duplicated  matter, 
including  distribution  cost. 

5.  $3,530.98  office  overhead  (tent,  supplies, 
utilities,  etc.). 

6.  $4,121.17  telephone  and  telegraph. 

7.  $5,030.04  travel,  food,  lodging,  and  en¬ 
tertainment. 

8.  $327.32  all  other  expenditures. 

9.  $50,465.35  total  for  this  quarter  (add 
“1”  through  “8”) . 

10.  $ -  expended  during  previous 

quarters  of  calendar  year. 

11.  $50,465.35  total  from  January  1  through 
this  quarter  (add  9  and  10). 

Loans  made  to  others: 

(Sec.  302  (b).  The  term  “expenditure”  In¬ 
cludes  a  loan.  .  .  .) 

12.  $ - total  now  owed  to  person  filing. 

13.  $ -  lent  to  others  during  this 

quarter. 

14.  $ -  repayments  received  during 

this  quarter. 

15.  $ -  if  there  is  an  employer,  state 

what  amount  of  the  expenditures  for  this 
quarter  has  been  or  will  be  defrayed  by  such 
employer. 

16.  Recipients  of  expenditures  of  $10  or 
more.  In  the  case  of  expenditures  made 
during  this  quarter  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  the 
person  filing:  Attach  plain  sheets  of  paper 
approximately  the  size  of  this  page  and  tabu¬ 
late  data  as  to  expenditures  under  the  fol¬ 
lowing  headings:  “Amount,”  “Date  or  dates,” 
“Name  and  address  of  recipient,”  “Purpose.” 
Prepare  such  tabulation  in  accordance  with 
the  following  example: 

Date  or  dates — Name  and  address  of 
recipient — Purpose 

Amount 

7-11:  Roe  Printing  Co.,  3214  Blank 
Ave.,  St.  Louis,  Mo.  Printing  and 
mailing  circulars  on  the  Marsh- 

banks  bill _ $1,  750 

7-15,  8-15,  9-15:  Britten  &  Blatten, 

3127  Gremlin  Bldg.,  Washington, 

D.  C.  Public  relations  service,  at 
$800  per  month _  2,  400 

Total -  4, 150 

Citizens  Committee  on  Displaced  Persons 
contributions  received  Jan.  1  to  Mar.  31, 
1950 

Lessing  and  Edith  Rosenwald,  Al-  Amount 
verthorpe.  Meetinghouse  Rd., 

Jenkintown,  Pa _ $6,  000.  00 

Janet  Rosenwald,  Henny-Penny 
Farm,  Almshouse  Rd.,  Jenkin¬ 
town,  Pa -  3,  000.  00 

Julius  and  Julia  Rosenwald,  7910 
\whitewood  Road,  Elkins  Park, 

^a -  6,  000.  00 

Roo^rt  and  Barbara  Rosenwald, 

Bo:^,96,  Rushland,  Pa _  6,  000.  00 

Isadoi^  and  Joan  R.  Scott,  268 

Lenoitod.,  Jenkintown,  Pa _  6,  000.  00 

Harry  aft^  Helen  Snellenburg, 
Henny-Ptony  Farm,  Almshouse 

Rd.,  JenkiWown,  Pa _  6,  000.  00 

Max  and  Marl^  Ascoll,  23  Gram- 
ercy  Park  S^th,  New  York 

City - -  6,  000.  00 

David  and  Adele  TSevy,  300  Park 

Ave.,  New  York  Cit^ _  6,  000.  00 

Edgar  and  Edith  Stern^SUlO  Amer¬ 
ican  Bank  Bldg.,  Ne^Orleans, 

La - _V -  6,  000.  00 

Edward  T.  Cone,  Cherry  Hlta  Rd., 

Princeton,  N.  J _ 500.00 

International  Ladles  Garment 
Workers  Union,  1710  Broadw^ 

New  York _ V  1,  000.  00 

Total  contributions  of  $500 

or  over _ 52,  itoO.  00 

Contributions  under  $500 _ 25,  4^  78 

Total  contributions  received 

Jan.  1  to  Mar.  31,  1950___  77,  980.  7£ 
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The  bill  Is,  of  course,  a  first  draft  and 
is  subject  to  improvement  and  modifica¬ 
tion  it  is  analyzed  and  considered  by 
variouSi,  interested  groups,  professions, 
and  ass^iations. 

PERMIS^ON  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  RICH.\  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  address  the  House  for 
1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  '\Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

INVESTIGATidjJS 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  SpeakeL,  I  was  very 
much  interested  in  the  gentlemen  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  making-  requests 
that  we  ought  to  have  an  inve^ftigation 
of  the  airplane  that  came  over  to  this 
country  and  went  down  in  the  Atlantic. 
Now,  I  cannot  understand  why  when  we 
have  the  laws  that  we  do  have  on  the 
statute  books  you  have  to  have  an  in--, 
vestigation  to  determine  whether  those 
people  had  a  right  to  come  in  here.  We 
have  the  laws  already.  If  you  had  any 
confidence  in  your  departments  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  you  would  call  up  the_depart- 
ments  and  find  out  who  they  were.  They 
ought  to  give  you  the  whole  data  on  it. 
As  far  as  the  airplane  was  concerned, 
you  already  have  a  board  set  up  govern¬ 
ing  that  phase.  If  you  do  not  have  any 
more  confidence  in  the  departments  of 
this  Government  than  you  gentlemen 
seem  to  have  over  here,  I  think  it  is  about 
time  for  a  change. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RICH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Last  year  they 
crowded  53  people  into  a  plane  which 
crashed  and  this  year  they  crowded  65 
into  a  plane  which  crashed. 

Mr.  RICH.  Well,  you  have  a  depart¬ 
ment  of  government  set  up  for  that  pur¬ 
pose,  and  they  can  stop  it  if  we  only  de¬ 
mand  that  that  department  do  its  duty. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE  / 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTHUR  HALL.  Mjr.' 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  1  minute  and  to' re-  • 
vise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obje;d”tion  to  . 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New  ' 
York?  /  j 

There  was  no  objection.^  '  i 

UNEMPLOYM^T 

Mr.  EDWIN  ARTIfOR  HALL.  Mr.: 
Speaker,  concerned  as  I  am  over  the^ 
growing  unemployqient  in  the  United; 
States,  I  am  of  Jhe  opinion  Congress  t 
should  do  something  about  it.  I  amj 
submitting  a  rqtGlution  today  which  this  - 
House  shoulcj'^adopt  so  that  the  State; 
Department  and  the  world  may  know  we  | 
mean  busjiiess.  1 

I  had  understood  in  voting  to  send  bil- ' 
lions  to  foreign  countries  that  American 
industry  and  agriculture  would  be  aided'^ 
and- unemployment  would  be  practically 
unknown. 

Frankly,  the  main  reasons  I  have  gone 
/'along  with  the  foreign-aid  program  are 


to  fight  communism  and  to  provide  jobs 
for  American  workers  through  increased 
orders  for  American  goods. 

Perhaps  we  are  successfully  combat¬ 
ting  the  onward  march  of  the  Kremlin 
into  the  nations  we  are  helping  abroad. 

I  will  not  argue  that  point  because  I  am 
not  on  the  ground  to  see. 

I  do  know,  however,  that  our  indus¬ 
trial  activity  has  not  yet  been  stimulated 
enough  by  this  program  to  take  up  the 
slack  in  jobs. 

It  seems  to  me  the  State  Department 
ought  to  do  a  little  bargaining  with  the 
other  countries  to  persuade  them  to  use 
our  money  to  buy  American  products. 
Why  should  they  spend  these  funds 
somewhere  else? 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  point  out  the 
evils  which  unemployment  will  bring  to 
our  land  if  it  continues  to  mount.  Every 
free  nation  falls  if  it  does  not  conquer 
this  menace. 

We  cannot  let  people  here  remain  idle. 

If  they  are  footing  the  bill  this  foreign- 
aid  program  is  costing,  they  should  par- 
•^icipate  in  the  benefits,  and  I  mean  full  y' 
enaployment.  /■ 

'therefore,  I  present  the  following  rM- 
olutl<^n  and  ask  the  House  for  its  imtfie- 
diate\doption;  / 

Wher^ls  unemployment  throughout  the 
Nation  is^^st  becoming  our  No.  1  problem; 
and  / 

Whereas  C^igress  has  alread:^aken  steps 
to  create  jobs'lor  American  wj^kers  by  vot¬ 
ing  billions  of  Upllars  for  fpfeign  aid;  and 

Whereas  Cong^ss  was  ^ven  to  under¬ 
stand  that,  in  approving  me  Marshall  plan, 
American  industry  ^d  Agriculture  were  to 
receive  priority  and  CT||nsideration  from  the 
other  nations  partici/ra^ng  by  their  placing 
gigantic  orders  witb'all  jUiases  of  American 
business;  and  /’ 

Whereas  it  is  /Sbvious  that  American  in¬ 
dustry  and  agriculture  are  noWeceiving  con¬ 
sideration  from  the  foreign  naiUons  we  are 
helping  in  Sufficient  amounts  tq  lessen  or 
eliminate  /Unemployment  in  tlSe  United 
States; 

Wher/as  the  foreign-aid  program  j^perly 
organized  will  be  capable  of  giving  jo^  to 
all  ilrfnericans  now  unwillingly  unemplpWd: 
TlSrefore,  be  it  \ 

/Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  State  la 
•  hereby  requested  to  instruct  all  officials  in\ 
charge  of  the  administration  of  our  foreign-  ' 
aid  programs  to  give  priority  to  applications 
for  American  aid  which  guarantee  total  pur¬ 
chases  of  American  manufactured  and  agri- 

‘•-^OWttMlinil  '■  ■  I'  I  ill . 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  frotn 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

TARIFF  REDUCTION  ON  IMPORTED  CAN¬ 
VAS  AND  RUBBER  FOOTW^R  CON¬ 
SIDERED  DANGEROUS 

Mr.  CROOK.  Mr.  Sp|(tiker,  I  am 
including  in  my  remarks''a  letter  from 
Mr.  F.  A.  Miller,  mana^-,  industrial  re¬ 
lations,  United  States  JTubber  Co.,  Misha¬ 
waka,  Ind. 

This  Congress,  iif  deliberating  on  the 
program  pertinei^t  to  the  reduction  of 
tariffs  on  impor_jb^,  especially  the  imports 
of  canvas  and^bber  footwear  made  un¬ 
der  slave  laroor  in  various  European 
countries,  ^ould  fully  realize  the  dis¬ 
astrous  njfpercussions  that  would  ci’op 
from  eyeless  action.  Tariff  reduction 
on  the^ports  of  said  commodities  would 
havy'a  demoralizing  effect  upon  both 
rubber  industry  and  the  labor  employ- 
r^nt  thereof.  It  certainly  would  be  ex- 
ti-emely  harmful  to  the  Ball  Band  Rubber 
Co.  in  Mishawaka,  of  my  district,  and  I 
implore  the  Members  of  Congress  to 
grasp  the  true  significance  of  this  grave 
question  and  act  in  a  manner  conducive 
to  assuring  adequate  protection  to  our 
home  industries  and  labor: 


COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to 
increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  with  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendment,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Spence,  Brown  of 
Georgia,  Pativl^n,  Hays  of  Arkansas, 
Wolcott,  Gamble,  and  Talle. 

-  PgiRMMHlOM. 'iY>  ABPPHap'  TOi  IIOWOO  - 

Mr.  CROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  and  include  a  letter. 


United  States  Rubber  Co., 
Mishawaka,  Ind.,  June  2,  1950. 
Hon.  Thurman  C.  Crook, 

South  Bend,  Ind. 

Dear  Sir:  We  take  this  opportunity  to 
bring  to  your  attention  what  we  feel  Is  a 
very  serious  threat  to  one  of  America’s  oldest 
Industries,  namely,  the  manufacturing  of 
canvas  and  rubber  footwear.  You  are  un¬ 
questionably  familiar  with  the  program 
which  might  result  In  the  reduction  of  tar¬ 
iffs  on  Imports,  and  we  refer  particularly  to 
the  Imports  of  canvas  and  rubber  footwear 
made  by  the  European  slave  labor  In  Czecho¬ 
slovakia  and  elsewhere. 

Both  rubber  manufacturing  Industries  as 
well  as  labor  unions  are  violently  protesting 
any  reduction  In  the  tariff  rates  or  any  pos¬ 
sibility  of  a  reduction  In  that  It  offers  a  very 
serious  threat  to  those  Americans  who  have 
earned  their  livelihood  for  many  years  In 
this  Industry. 

Being  a  resident  of  South  Bend,  you  are 
familiar  with  the  Ball  Band  plant  and  the 
.  products  that  It  manufactures — Red  Ball 
Niootwear,  which  has  been  a  leader  in  the 
fi*ade  for  many  years.  As  you  well  know,  our 
piquet  is  a  quality  product  and  competes 
ver^avorably  with  all  leading  brands  man- 
’filac'^ed  in  the  United  States.  Our  post¬ 
war  enuiloyment  level  has  been  approxi¬ 
mately  ^00  In  total,  and  we  are  by  far  the 
largest  payer  of  wages  In  the  community  of 
MishawakaA 

I  It  has  beerfSppenly  stated  by  Messrs.  Dean 
Acheson  and  Pfml  Hoffman  that  a  reduction 
,in  tariff  rates  is  Necessary  in  order  to  stimu¬ 
late  European  im^rts,  thus  reviving  Euro¬ 
pean  business.  T<?\tois  foolish  position  we 
:can  only  say  that  fbrowing  the  American 
fWage  earner  on  unen^loyment-compensa- 
ftlon  benefits  and  the  ^creasing  of  relief, 
{Federal  or  otherwise,  is  aS^yery  un-American 
{way  of  helping  Europe.  \ 

{  As  our  Representative  ih  Congress  we 
|urge  and  expect  you  to  do  within  your 
[power  to  fight  any  possible  reductions  In 
jtariff  rates  on  canvas  and  rubber,  footwear. 
:We  are  supported  in  this  position  by  every¬ 
one  in  our  entire  factory  personnel,  and  we 
liuvite  you,  if  your  schedule  permits,  to  visit 
us  in  order  to  make  yourself  aware  of  the 
importance  of  our  contentions. 

We  plan  to  write  you  further  In  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  very  important  matter  and  at 
your  convenience  we  would  appreciate  •  re- 
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ply  from  you  concerning  your  position  in 
this  matter. 

Yours  very  truly, 

F.  A.  Miller, 

Manager,  Industrial  Relations, 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
address  the  House  for  1  minute  and  to 
revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CRITICISM  OP  THE  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.-  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  few  days  ago  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Biemiller]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Patman! 
took  occasion  to  address  the  House  on 
the  activities  of  the  House  committee 
investigating  lobbying.  I  have,  of  course, 
no  criticism  of  what  they  had  to  say. 
The  text  of  their  remarks  seemed  to  be 
that  anyone  who  disagreed  with  the  ad- 
minstration  or  any  of  its  policies  was  in¬ 
clined  to  be  unpatriotic.  Of  that  the 
people  of  the  country  will  judge.  Later, 
and  on  Thursday,  a  few  remarks  will  be 
made  by  me  in  answer. 

I  have  no  suggestions  to  make  to  the 
Members,  but  if  anyone  cares  to  read  the 
Congressional  Record  of  yesterday  be¬ 
ginning  at  page  8259,  he  will  find  where 
what  we  might  figuratively  say  the  hide 
of  certain  individuals  who  have  been 
criticizing  others  who  criticize  certain 
departments  was  nailed  to  the  barn  door. 
I  would  not  suggest  that  Members  read 
those  remarks,  but  if  you  are  curious, 
of  course,  you  have  that  privilege.  You 
will  find  them  in  the  daily  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  pages  8259  to  8274  with 
special  reference  to  page  8267. 
ROYALTY-FREE  LICENSES  GRANTED  TO 
THE  GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  BRYSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  2128)  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  modification  or  cancellation 
of  certain  royalty-free  licenses  granted 
to  the  Government  by  private  holders  of 
patents  and  rights  thereunder,  with 
House  amendments  thereto,  insist  upon 
the  House  amendments,  and  request  a 
conference  with  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Bryson,  Willis,  and 
Boggs  of  Delaware. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

.  RENT  CONTROL 

Mr.  jd’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
next, week  we  in  the  House  will  be  passing 
upon  the  fate  of  many  thousands  of 
American  families  whose  incomes  will 
not  permit  them  to  meet  the  exorbitant 


increase  in  residential  rents  which  may 
be  expected  with  the  abrupt  termination 
of  rent  control  on  June  30. 

The  housing  shortage  in  Chicago  is 
becoming  so  progressively  serious  that 
in  the  Chicago  Tribune  of  yesterday, 
June  6,  in  the  Voice  of  the  People  column 
appeared  the  following  letter,  which  I 
think  should  be  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  House,  in  order  that  none  will  be 
misled  as  to  the  seriousness  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  Chicago  and  what  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  if  rent  control  should  end  abrupt¬ 
ly  on  June  30: 

Vets  Victims  of  Rent  Freeze 

Chicago,  June  1. — The  renting  situation 
grows  worse  every  day.  My  daughter  has 
been  married  over  a  year  now  to  a  veteran — 
living  with  us.  They  want  their  own  apart- 
ment,  have  answered  innumerable  ads,  agen¬ 
cies  won’t  even  take  a  name,  long  waiting 
lists. 

Three-  or  four -room  apartments  are  avail¬ 
able  at  $40  a  room.  How  many  vets  can 
really  afford  these  rentals,  or  answer  ads  and 
pay  $1,500  for  old  furniture,  carpeting,  and 
other  Junk.  Our  vets  are  surely  treated  fine. 
The  4F’s  and  slackers  are  sitting  pretty  in 
the  nice  apartments.  It’s  time  somethin,^ 
was  done  for  these  boys  and  their  families, 
and  soon. 

Mrs,/W. 

SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTE^' 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Rankin)  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  10  minutes  teday,  follow¬ 
ing  the  legislative  program  and  any  spe¬ 
cial  orders  heretofore  ei^ered. 

EXTENSitsi  or  .  Remarks 

Mr.  BUCHANAN  j»sked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extejld  his  remarks  in  two 
instances  and  include’  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter;  in  one  instjince  notwithstanding  the 
fact  the  exte^ion  will  exfeeed  two  pages 
and  is  estimated  by  the  Public  Printer 
to  cost  $45i. 

Mr.  TAtJRIELLO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  a  brochure  of  the  Trinity  Evan¬ 
gelical  and  Reform  Church  of  Buffalo. 

Mr.  SADOWSKI  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
O’Brien  of  Michigan)  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  remarks  in  five  in¬ 
stances  and  include  some  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  PRICE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  article  from  the  May  31  issue 
of  Pathfinder. 

Mr.  BRYSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in 
three  instances. 

Mr.  HELLER  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  eight 
instances  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  her 
remarks  and  include  a  letter  from  the 
White  House  regarding  action  taken  by 
England  and  the  United  States  concern¬ 
ing  the  armament  situation  in  Israel 
and  Arabia. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  in  three  separate  instances  and 
in  each  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  BIEMILLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  extraneous  matter. 


Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  a  newspaper  editorial. 

Mr.  FORD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  the  text  of  a  speech  h&  made  at 
Grand  Rapids,  Mich.,  on  May  27. 

Mr.  VELDE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remjjirks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Delaware  asked  and 
was  given  permission  ,<Cb  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  extraneous  material. 

Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend'  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mrs.  ST.  pEORGE  asked  and  was 
given  perm^ion  to  extend  her  remarks 
in  two  instances;  to  include  in  one  an 
article  hf  Mr.  Frank  C.  V/aldrop,  and  in 
the  other  a  very  informative  article  by 
Mr.  Sbkolsky  regarding  Japan  and  the 
ma^ificent  work  being  done  by  Gen. 
Douglas  MacArthur. 

Mr.  REES  asked  and  was  given  per^ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  address  delivered  by  Hon.  Alf 
M.  Landon. 

Mr.  RICH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two 
instances  and  include  editorials. 

Mr.  STEPAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  article. 

Mr.  ELLIOTT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  a  statement  he  made  today 
before  the  Committee  for  Reciprocity 
Information. 

Mr.  MULTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two 
instances  and  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  RODINO  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  JAVITS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  four 
instances  and  include  certain  newspaper 
and  other  material. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  the  conclusion  of  the  consider¬ 
ation  by  the  House  of  the  first  legislative 
matter  today. 

Mr.  HARRIS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  a  statement. 

ARMY  ORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1950 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  619  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Resolved,  That  Immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  It  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  Committee  resolve 
itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8198)  to  provide 
for  the  organization  of  the  Army  and  the 
Department  of  the  Army,  tod  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  That  after  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue 
not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  tod  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  5-mlnute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and 
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BORROWING  POWER  OF  COMMODITY  CREDIT 
CORPORATION 


June  15,  1950. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Spence,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  6567] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to 
increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows; 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  S.  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended 
{U.  S.  C.,  title  7,  sec.  624),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  reawn  to 
believe  that  any  article  or  articles' are  being  or  are  practically  certain  to  be 
imported  into  the  United  States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such 
Quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective ,  or  materially  interfere 
with,  any  program  or  operation  undertaken  under  this  title  or  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  or  section  32, 
Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy -jourth  Congress,  approved  August  24, 
1935,  as  amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  operation 
undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture ,  or  any  agency  operating 
under  its  direction,  with  respect  to  any  agricultwral  commodity  or  product 
thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed 
in  the  United  States  from  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof 
with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken, 
he  shall  so  advise  the  President,  and,  if  the  President  agrees  that  there  is 
reason  for  such  belief,  the  President  shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation 
to  be  made  by  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission,  which  shall  give 
precedence  to  investigations  under  this  section  to  determine  such  facts. 
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Such  investigation  shall  be  made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for 
hearing  to  interested  parties,  and  shall  he  conducted  subject  to  such 
regulations  as  the  President  shall  specify. 

“(1)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report  to  him  of  findings 
and  recommendations  made  in  connection  therewith,  the  President  finds 
the  existence  of  such  facts,  he  shall  by  proclamation  impose  such  fees  not 
in  excess  of  60  per  centum  ad  valorem  or  such  quantitative  limitations 
on  any  article  or  articles  which  may  he  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  ware- 
hmise,  for  consumption  as  he  finds  and  declares  shown  by  such  investiga¬ 
tion  to  be  necessary  in  order  that  the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  any 
program  or  operation  referred,  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  or 
reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  qjroduct  processed  in  the  United 
States  from  any  such  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with 
respect  to  which  any  such  jyrogram  or  operation  is  being  undertaken: 
Provided,  That  no  p)roclamation  under  this  section  shall  impose  any 
limitation  on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles  which  may  he 
entered,  or  withdrawn,  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  which  reduces 
such  permissible  total  quantity  to  proportionately  less  than  50  per  centum 
of  the  toted  quantity  of  such  article  or  articles  which  was  entered,  or  with¬ 
drawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  during  a  representative  qjeriod 
as  determined  by  the  President:  And  provided  further.  That  in  designating 
any  article  or  articles,  the  President  may  describe  them  by  physical 
qualities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other  bases  as  he  shall  determine. 

“(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  President  by  proclamation 
under  this  section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or  modification  thereof, 
shall  become  effective  on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and  such 
fees  shall  be  treated  for  administrative  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of 
section  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered,  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress, 
approved  August  2f,  1935,  as  amended,  as  duties  imposed  by  the  Tariff 
Act  of  1930,  hut  such  fees  shall  not  be  considered  as  duties  for  the  purpose 
of  granting  any  preferential  concession  under  any  international  obligatum 
of  the  United  States. 

“(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declaration  in  the  manner 
provided  in  the  case  of  a.  proclamation  issued  pursuant  to  sribsection  (b)  of 
this  section,  any  proclamation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation  may  be 
suspended  or  terminated,  by  the  President  whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims 
that  the  circumstances  requiring  the  proclamation  or  provision  thereof  no 
longer  exist  or  may  be  modified  by  the  President  whenever  he  finds  and 
proclaims  that  changed  circumstances  require  such  modification  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“(e)  Any  decision  of  the  President  as  to  facts  under  this  section  shall 
he  final. 

“(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  be  enforced  in  contra¬ 
vention  of  any  treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to  which  the  United 
States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a  party;  but  no  international  agreement  or 
amendment  to  an  existing  international  agreement  shall  hereafter  he 
entered  into  which  does  not  permit  the  enforcement  of  this  section  with 
respect  to  the  articles  and,  countries  to  which  such  agreement  or  amendment 
is  applicable  to  the  full  extent  that  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  as  heretofore  entered,  into  by  the  United  States,  permits  such 
enforcement  with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to  which  such  general 
agreement  is  applicable.  Prescription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty  for  any 
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article  than  that  'prescribed  by  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs,  and  trade 
shall  not,  if  subject  to  the  escape  provisions  of  such  general  agreement,  be 
deemed  a  violation  of  this  subsection.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Brent  Spence, 

Paul  Brown, 

Wright  Patman, 

Brooks  Hays, 

Jesse  P.  Wolcott, 

Ralph  A.  Gamble, 

Henry  O.  Talle, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Scott  W.  Lucas, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
George  D.  Aiken, 

Edward  "J.  Thye, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate i 
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^^ady  to  give  my  life  and  my  all  for  this  great 
State.  I  see  Its  Lone  Star  flag  proudly  fly¬ 
ing;  I  see  them  fight  and  die  at  the  Alamo;  1 
view  the  glory  of  San  Jacinto;  in  my  soul 
resotlnds  the  battle  cry  of  “Remember  the 
Alamo.”  They  fought  and  died  for  Texas, 
that  "Texas  would  be  free.  And  so,  Honorable 
Gentlemen,  Justices  of  this  Court,  I  have 
come  before  you  to  fight  for  Texas,  to  fight 
for  the  treasured'  rights  inherited  from  the 
past,  and  I  will  not  stop  fighting  until  this 
battle  is  won  and  the  Texas  tideland  title  has 
been  cleared  indisputably  in  favor  of  Texas. 

Gentlemen,  honorable  Justices,  I  am  not 
here  to  plead  for  favors  or  for  mercy,  but  I  am 
here  as  a  free  citizen,  to  demand  justice. 

And,  gentlemen,  do  not  forget  that  there 
Is  a  higher  court  and  higher  jury  than  you 
that  shall  judge  your  acts;  a  court  that 
shapes  the  destiny  of  nations.  And  there  is 
another  court  from  whose  might  the  thrones 
of  the  mighty  shall  crumble,  the  court  of 
aroused  public  sentiment  of  a  free  and 
liberty-loving  people.  That  court  wil  finally 
decide  the  case,  through  its  Representatives 
in  Congress. 

But  honorable  Justices,  gentlemen  of  this 
Court,  I  plead  with  you  to  uphold  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  this  Court.  Let  your  verdict  be 
founded  upon  justice  and  upon  the  merit 
of  the  facts  presented.  Then,  gentlemen,  I 
have  no  fear  of  the  outcome  of  the  verdict. 

I  thank  you. 

M.  H.  Stougaaed. 

Huntsville,  Tex. 

TO  CONFIRM  AND  ESTABLISH  TITLES  OP 

THE  STATES'  TO  LANDS  BENEATH 

NAVIGABLE  WATERS 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  submitted  a  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  651),  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  or¬ 
dered  printed. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I" 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  fo? 
1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objectioi>'to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  lyjas- 
sachusetts?  i 

There  was  no  objection.  J 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
view  of  the  report  just  made  from  the 
Rules  Committee  on  H.  R.  787^  I  would 
like  to  announce  to  the  Hous^hat  I  am 
assigning  that  also  for  neM  Tuesday. 
That  is  H.  R.  7873.  I  asH  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Clerk  may  again  report 
the  title  of  the  bill.  / 

There  being  no  obje9Cion,  the  Clerk 
again  reported  the  titl^  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCORMACK. /is  that  the  reso¬ 
lution  which  the  gejitleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Smith] /ust  reported  from 
the  Rules  Commitj/e? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  yirginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  assure  the  H(^se  that  I  am  not  en¬ 
deavoring  to  rqn  over  the  tideland  bills 
on  you.  I  r^orted  merely  what  the 
Clerk  hande4:“me. 

Mr.  McC9tlMACK.  It  is  probably  a 
good  thing/1  called  attention  to  it. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  gentjeman  may  withdraw  the  report. 

Ther^^  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  might  state  that 
the  ^11  (H.  R.  7375)  authorizing  the 
Gerii^ral  Services  Administration  to  con- 
st^ct  a  building  for  the  Social  Security 
A^inistration  was  reported  out  of  the 
committee.  I  will  ask  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
tington],  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 


Rivers  and  Harbors,  to  state  what  th^ 
bill  is.  / 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  The  bill  ixi- 
thorizes  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  to  construct  a  building  fQf  the 
Social  Security  Administration.  ^  sim¬ 
ilar  bill  was  reported  in  the  Eightieth 
Congress  but  never  passed.  A  rule  on  ■ 
that  bill  has  been  reported  by  ,the  Rules 
Committee  and  I  understand'  they  will  ' 
submit  it  later  today. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Spsy,ker,  may  I 
make  this  observation?  / 

The  action  of  the  gqhtleman  from  ij 
Virginia  came  about  as  /the  result  of  a  ; 
mistake  of  the  Clerk.  We  have  agreed  ,; 
to  report  the  bill  but  Subject  to  the  ap- 
proval,  of  course,  of  the  gentleman  from/ 
Ohio,  and  also  my  colleague,  the  gen-  ' 
tleman  from  Illinois,  who  was  not  ablej 
to  be  present  when  the  vote  was  taken/ 
I  understand  they  have  agreed  to  it  and| 
that  the  rule  is  in  order.  | 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  That  is  correct,# 
Mr.  Speaker.  f; 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  May  I  state,  in| 
conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if  a  ruleS 
is  reported  out  on  the  bill  H.  R.  7873,  l| 
will  program  it  for  next  week — for  Tues-| 
day  if  it  is  reported  out  today — but,  ins 
any  event,  I  will  confer  with  the  leader-! 
ship  on  the  Republican  side. 
CONSTRUCTION  OP  BUILDING  FOR  THe| 
BUREAU  OP  OUD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS 
.INSURANCE 

’  Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following! 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  651,  Rept.| 
No.  2246),  which  was  referred  to  thejl 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  bef 
printed: 

Resolved,  That  Immediately  upon  the! 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  inf 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  Itselfj 
into  the  Committee  of  the  'Whole  House  on| 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration! 
of  the  biil  (H.  R.  7873)  to  authorize  con-| 
struction  of  buildings  for  the  Bureau  of  Old-  ; 
Age  and  Survivors  Insurance,  and  for  other| 
purposes.  That  after  general  debate  which* 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  ' 
not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided’; 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on^ 
Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for| 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At| 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  thej 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall;; 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  withli 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted ; 
and  the  previous  question  shall  be  con-i 
sidered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend-  ' 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter-  ‘ 
venlng  motion  except  one  motion  to  re- , 
commit. 

EXTENSION  OP  HOUSING  ACT  OP  1947  ) 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask’ 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the : 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  3181)  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  Housing  and  Rent  Act  of  1947,' 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  , 
a  House  amendment  thereto,  and  agree 
to  the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate.' 

The  SPEAEIER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees;  Messrs.  Spence,  Brown  of 
Georgia,  Patman,  Hays  of  Arkansas, 
Wolcott,  Gamble,  and  Kunkel. 


i. 


INCREASING  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may 
have  until  midnight  tonight  to  file  a 
conference  report  and  statement. 

The  SPEAI^R.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow; 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2269) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  re¬ 
spective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows;  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert  the 
following ; 

“Sec.  3.  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  7, 
sec.  624),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  reason  to  believe  that  any 
article  or  articles  are  being  or  are  practically 
certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  under  such  conditions  and  In  such 
quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render  in¬ 
effective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  any 
program  or  operation  undertaken  under  this 
title  or  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  or  section  32, 
Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth 
Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as 

amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  pro¬ 
gram  or  operation  undertaken  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  or  any  agency  operating 
under  its  direction,  with  respect  to  any  agrl- 
ultural  commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to 
reduce  substantially  the  amount  of  any  prod¬ 
uct  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any 
agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof 
with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or 
operation  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  so 
advise  the  President,  and,  if  the  President 
agrees  that  there  is  reason  for  such  belief,  the 
President  shall  cause  an  Immediate  investi¬ 
gation  to  be  made  by  the  United  States  Tariff 
Commission,  which  shall  give  precedence  to 
Investigations  under  this  section  to  deter¬ 
mine  such  facts.  Such  investigation  shall  be 
made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for 
hearing  to  interested  parties,  and  shall  be 
conducted  subject  to  such  regulations  as  the 
President  shall  specify. 

“  ‘(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  Investigation 
and  report  to  him  of  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  made  in  connection  therewith, 
the  President  finds  the  e.xistence  of  such 
facts,  he  shall  by  proclamation  impose  such 
fees  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  ad  valorem 
or  such  quantitative  limitations  on  any  ar¬ 
ticle  or  articles  which  may  be  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption 
as  he  finds  and  declares  shown  by  such  inves¬ 
tigation  to  be  necessary  in  order  that  the 
entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not  ren¬ 
der  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  mate¬ 
rially  Interfere  with,  any  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  or  reduce  substantially  the  amount  of 
any  product  processed  in  the  United  States 
from  any  such  agricultural  commodity  or 
product  thereof  with  respect  to  which  any 
such  program  or  operation  is  being  under- 
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taken:  Provided,  That  no  proclamation  un¬ 
der  this  section  shall  impose  any  limitation 
on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  arti¬ 
cles  which  may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn 
from  warehouse,  for  consumption  which  re¬ 
duces  such  permissible  total  quantity  to  pro¬ 
portionately  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the 
total  quantity  of  such  article  or  articles 
which  was  entered,  or  withdrawn  from  ware¬ 
house,  for  consumption  during  a  representa¬ 
tive  period  as  determined  by  the  President; 
And  provided  further.  That  in  designating 
any  article  or  articles,  the  President  may  de¬ 
scribe  them  by  physical  qualities,  value,  use, 
or  upon  such  other  bases  as  he  shall  de¬ 
termine. 

“  ‘(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by 
the  President  by  proclamation  under  this 
section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or 
modification  thereof,  shall  become  effective 
on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and 
such  fees  shall  be  treated  for  administrative 
purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of  section  32 
of  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth 
Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935,  as 

amended,  as  duties  imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act 
of  1930,  but  such  fees  shall  not  be  considered 
as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting  any 
preferential  concession  under  any  interna¬ 
tional  obligation  of  the  United  States. 

“  ‘(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding, 
and  declaration  in  the  manner  provided  in 
the  case  of  a  proclamation  issued  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  procla¬ 
mation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation 
may  be  suspended  or  terminated  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that 
the  circumstances  requiring  the  proclama¬ 
tion  or  provision  thereof  no  longer  exist  or 
may  be  modified  by  the  President  whenever 
he  finds  and  proclaims  that  changed  circum¬ 
stances  require  such  modification  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

‘“(e)  Any  decision  of  the  President  as  to 
facts  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 

“‘(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section 
shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any 
treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to 
which  the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  be¬ 
comes  a  party;  but  no  international  agree¬ 
ment  or  amendment  to  an  existing  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  shall  hereafter  be  entered 
into  which  does  not  permit  the  enforcement 
of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  articles 
and  countries  to  which  such  agreement  or 
amendment  is  applicable  to  the  full  extent 
that  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  as  heretofore  entered  into  by  the 
United  States,  permits  such  enforcement 
with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to 
which  such  general  agreement  is  applicable. 
Prescription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty  for  any 
article  than  that  prescribed  by  the  general 
agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade  shall  not,  if 
subject  to  the  escape  provisions  of  such  gen¬ 
eral  agreement,  be  deemed  a  violation  of  this 
subsection.’  ’’ 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Beent  Spence, 

Paul  Beown, 

Weight  Patman, 

Beooks  Hays, 

Jesse  P.  Wolcott, 

Ralph  A.  Gamble, 

Heney  O.  Talle, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellendee, 

Scott  W.  Lucas, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Spessaed  L.  Holland, 
Geoege  D.  Aiken, 

E’dwaed  J.  Thye, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  In 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit 


Corporation,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report : 

The  Senate  amendment  proposed  a  new 
section  3  to  the  House  bill  which  would 
amend  section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  in  several  respects.  The  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  recommended  that  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  and  agree  to  the 
same  with  an  amendment. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  no  change 
in  the  House  bill  with  respect  to  Increasing 
the  borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  from  $4,750,000,000  to 
$6,750,000,000.  The  Senate  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  several  changes  to  section  22  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act.  There  was  no 
similar  provision  in  the  House  bill.  The 
conference  amendment  would  amend  section 
22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  in  two 
respects,  and  the  differences  between  the  ex¬ 
isting  provisions  of  such  section  22  and  the 
conference  amendment  are  indicated  below. 

The  first  change  relates  to  subsection  (a) 
of  section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  which  provides  that  whenever  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  reason  to  believe  that  any  article 
or  articles  are  being  or  are  practically  certain 
to  be  imported  into  the  United  States  under 
such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities  as  to 
render  or  tend  to  render  Ineffective,  or  ma¬ 
terially  interfere  with,  any  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  undertaken  under  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  as  amended,  or  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  or  section  32,  Public  Law  No.  320, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August 
24,  1935,  as  amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase, 
or  other  program  or  operation  undertaken 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  or  any 
agency  operating  under  its  direction,  with 
respect  to  any  agricultural  commodity  or 
product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially 
the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the 
United  States  from  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  or  product  thereof,  with  respect  to 
which  any  such  program  or  operation  is  be¬ 
ing  undertaken,  the  President  shall  cause 
an  Immediate  investigation  to  be  made  by 
the  United  States  Tariff  Commission,  which 
shall  give  precedence  to  Investigations  under 
section  22  to  determine  such  facts.  Such 
Investigations  shall  be  made  after  due  notice 
and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  Interested 
parties,  and  shall  be  conducted  subject  to 
such  regulations  as  the  President  shall 
specify. 

In  lieu  of  the  existing  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  22  which  provide  that 
the  President  shall  cause  an  Immediate  in¬ 
vestigation  to  be  made  after  he  has  reason  to 
believe  that  any  article  or  articles  are  being 
or  practically  certain  to  be  imported  which 
will  affect  the  above  mentioned  programs, 
the  conference  amendment  places  upon  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  responsibility  of 
notifying  the  President  whenever  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  believes  or  has  reason  to 
believe  that  any  article  or  articles  are  being 
or  practically  certain  to  be  Imported  into  the 
country  so  as  to  render,  or  tend  to  render, 
ineffective  or  materially  interfere  with  the 
above  mentioned  programs.  The  conference 
amendment  further  provides  that  if  the 
President  agrees  that  there  is  reason  for  such 
belief  on  the  part  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  President  shall  cause  an  im¬ 
mediate  investigation  to  be  made  by  the 
United  States  Tariff  Commission  which  un¬ 
der  existing  law  is  authorized  to  make  such 
Investigation. 

The  second  change  relates  to  subsection  (f ) 
of  section  22  which  now  provides  that  no 
proclamation  under  section  22  shall  be  en¬ 
forced  in  contravention  of  any  treaty  or 
other  international  agreement  to  which  the 
United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a  party. 
In  lieu  of  this  provision  the  conference 


amendment  would  provide  that  no  procla¬ 
mation  under  section  22  shall  be  enforced 
in  contravention  of  any  treaty  or  other  in¬ 
ternational  agreement  to  which  the  United 
States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a  party;  but 
no  international  agreement  or  amendment  to 
an  existing  international  agreement  shall 
hereafter  be  entered  into  which  does  not  per¬ 
mit  the  enforcement  of  such  section  with 
respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to  which 
such  agreement  or  amendment  is  applicable 
to  the  full  extent  that  the  general  agreement 
on  tariffs  and  trade,  as  ’  heretofore  entered 
into  by  the  United  States,  permits  such  en¬ 
forcement  with  respect  to  the  articles  and 
countries  to  which  such  general  agreement 
is  applicable.  Prescription  of  a  lower  rate 
of  duty  for  any  article  than  that  prescribed 
by  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade 
shall  not,  if  subject  to  the  escape  provisions 
of  such  general  agreement,  be  deemed  a 
violation  of  this  subsection.  The  effect  of 
the  conference  amendment  with  respect  to 
such  subsection  (f)  is  to  make  sure  that 
future  International  agreements  or  amend¬ 
ments  to  existing  International  agreements 
give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  section  22 
within  the  framework  of  the  general  agree¬ 
ment  on  tariffs  and  trade. 

Brent  Spence, 

Paul  Beown, 

Weight  Patman, 

BrOoks  Hays, 

Jesse  P.  Wolcott, 
Ralph  A.  Gamble, 
Henry  O.  Talle, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


EOMMn'‘l'E'Ji’'UN  AWL>  HJBJIEHL 1 

Jilr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask^ 
nanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
pn  Banking  and  Currency  may  have  uniSl 
midnight  tonight  to  file  reports  on 
pill  H.  R.  8737,  to  extend  import  con¬ 
trols  on  fats  and  oils;  H.  R.  8567,  to 
extend  authority  for  Texas  City  tifl  and 
femelter  operations;  and  H.  R.  8997,  to 
permit  national  banks  to  give  secm'ity 
for  public  funds. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  f/om  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

;  There  was  no  objection.  . 
jlATURALIZATIQN  PRIVILEGES  EXTENDED 
f  TO  CERTAIN  IMMIGRANTS 

I  Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
Unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  joint  resolution 
IH.  J.  Res.  238)  to  provide  the  privilege 
bf  becoming  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the 
jUnited  States  to  all  Immigrants  having 
p  legal  right  to  permanent  residence, 
Itvith  Senate  amendments  thereto,  dis¬ 
agree  to  the  Senate  amendments,  and 
ask  for  a  conference. 

I  The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
psolution. 

;  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of,  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees :  Messrs.  Walter,  Gos'i^tt,  and 

fctRAHAM.  . 

AMENDMENT  OP  SECTION  3  OP  THE  LUCAS 
!  ‘  ACT 

I  Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  T  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
fepeaker’s  table  the  biU  (H.  R.  3436)  to 
amend  section  3  of  the  Lucas  Act  with 
tespect  to  redefinition  of  request  for  re¬ 
lief,  with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto, 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 
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The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
tirn^and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon- 
sider%as  laid  on  the  table. 

HIKE  STEVENS  GOERINO 


CONVEYANCE  OP  CERTAIN  LANDS  IN  THE 
STATE  OF  MINNESOTA 


The  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  6964) 

authorizingUhe  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  issue  a  ^tent  In  fee  to  Josephine 
Stevens  Goerir 

There  being  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  ndlows: 

Be  it  enacted,  efc-XThat  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  autho^l^ed  and  directed  to 
issue  to  Josephine  StevelSs  Goerlng  a  patent 
in  fee  to  the  followinfe-descrlbed  lands, 
known  as  aUotment  1264  (m-^e  Crow  Indian 
Reservation,  Mont.:  the  south  half  of  the 
south  half  of  the  north  half  Itod  the  south 
half  of  section  29,  the  southwea^  quarter  of 
section  28,  and  the  north  half  of- the  north 
half  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  s^tlon  32, 
township  9  south,  range  33  east,  Montana 
principal  meridian,  containing  600  acres. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engro^d 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  thii^ 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

SALE  OP  CERTAIN  LAND  ON  THE  CHENA 

RIVER  TO  THE  TANA’ .A  VALLEY 

SPORTSMEN’S  ASSOCIATION,  FAIR¬ 
BANKS,  ALASKA 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  7753) 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  to  sell  certain  land  on  the  Chena 
River  to  the  Tanana  Valley  Sportsmen’s 
Association,  of  Fairbanks,  Alaska. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  upon  the  filing  of 
an  application  within  1  year  from  the  date 
of  this  act  and  the  payment  of  the  pur¬ 
chase  price  by  the  Tanana  Valley  Sports¬ 
men’s  Association,  of  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  a 
nonprofit  corporation  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  Territory  of  Alaska,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  sell  and 
convey  to  the  said  corporation  a  tract  of  land 
described  as  the  north  half  lot  10,  section  7, 
township  1  south,  range  1  west,  Fairbanks 
meridian,  Alaska,  containing  approximately 
twenty-two  and  twelve  one-hundredths 
acres:  Provided,  That  the  purchase  price  for 
the  land  shall  be  the  reasonable  value  thereof 
without  improvements,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  but  not  less  than 
$1.25  per  acre. 

Sec.  2.  The  patent  Issued  under  this  act 
shall  contain  a  reservation  to  the  Ualted 
States  of  the  mineral  deposits  in  the  land, 
together  with  the  right  to  prospect  fpr,  mine, 
and  remove  the  same  under  applicable  laws 
and  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  1,  line  9:  Strike  all  after  the  word 
"as”  through  the  word  “$cres”  on  page  2,  line 
2,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“that  portion  of  lot  10,  section  7,  township  I 
south,  range  1  west,  Fairbanks  meridian, 
Alaska,  included  in  the  north  half  southwest 
quarter  southeast  quarter,  and  the  south 
half  northwest  quarter  southeast  quarter  of 
section  7,  ^containing  twenty-four  and 
twenty-five  .one-hundredths  acres.” 

The  xJommittee  amendments  were 
agreecj.'to. 

Tb^  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  2397) 
authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  convey  certain  lands  in  the  State  of 
Minnesota  to  Signa  M.  Lodoen  and  Nels 
R.  Lodoen. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  Signa  M.  Lodoen 
and  Nels  R.  Lodoen,  all  right,  title,  and  in¬ 
terest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the 
following-described  tract  of  land  in  Becker 
County,  Minn.,  which  was  mistakenly  in¬ 
cluded  in  a  conveyance  to  the  United  States 
executed  on  January  12,  1938:  Eighty-six 
one-hundredths  acre  in  government  lot  3  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  northwest  quarter  of  the  south¬ 
west  quarter  of  section  26,  township  142 
north,  range  39  west  of  the  fifth  principal 
meridian  in  Becker  County,  Minn.,  and  forty- 
eight  one-hundredths  acre  in  the  northeast 
quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  section 
26,  township  and  range  aforesaid,  described 
as  follows: 

Beginning  at  an  iron  pipe  at  a  point  which 
^  bears  south  twenty-six  minutes  east  two  and 
five-tenths  chains  from  the  quarter  corner 
c’bfmmon  to  said  sections  25  and  26;  thence 
running  north  seventy-six  degrees  thirty- 
four  aninutes  east  three  hundred  anq  nine 
feet;  14ience  north  thirteen  degrees  twenty- 
eight  rfimutes  west  ninety-four  and  two- 
tenths  feet  to  a  point  on  the  north  line  of 
said  northwest  quarter  of  the  southwest 
quarter  of  iS«>ction  25;  thence  sbuth  eighty- 
nine  degrees  ’forty-three  minutes  west  two 
hundred  and  elghty-one  feet  to  the  north¬ 
west  corner  of  Said  northwest  one-quarter 
southwest  one-qukrter;  thence  continuing 
south  eighty-nine  degrees  fifty-two  minutes 
west  one  hundred  «ipd  twenty-three  feet 
along  the  north  line  of  the  northeast  quarter 
of  the  southeast  quarter^qf  afore-mentioned 
section  26;  thence  running'^muth  four  degrees 
nineteen  minutes  west  on^  hundred  eighty- 
two  and  five-tenths  feet;  thenog  north  eighty- 
one  degrees  thirty-four  mlnutes'east  one  hun¬ 
dred  forty  and  three-tenths  feet''to  the  point 
of  beginning  and  there  terminatli?g,  together 
with  the  right  of  ingress  and  egre'ss  to  the 
above-described  premises  over  and  across  a 
strip  of  land  one  rod  in  width  and  %hose 
center  line  is  located  as  follows,  to  wit:^<i 

Beginning  at  a  point  on  the  westerly  npe 
of  the  above-described  tract  at  a  point  fortj\ 
tour  and  four-tenths  feet  from  the  north^ 
west  corner  thereof,  thence  running  north  \ 
eighty-two  degrees  eleven  minutes  west  two 
hundred  ninety-one  and  five-tenths  feet  to 
intersect  the  north  line  of  the  afore-men¬ 
tioned  northeast  quarter  of  the  southeast 
quarter  of  section  26;  Provided,  That  in  said 
quitclaim  deed  it  shall  be  expressed  that 
there  is  reserved  to  the  United  States  from 
the  lands  so  quitclaimed  any  right-of-way 
thereon  necessary  for  the  management  of  ad¬ 
joining  property  owned  by  the  United  States. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

OIL  AND  GAS  LEASE  IN  PARK  COUNTY. 

WYO. 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  7916) 
to  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  execute  an  oil  and  gas 
lease  on  a  certain  tract  of  land  in  Park 
County,  Wyo. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized, 
and  directed  to  issue  an  oil  and  gas  lease, 


as  herein  provided,  covering  lot  1  and  the 
southeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter 
of  section  23,  township  58  north,  range  100 
west,  sixth  principal  meridian,  Wyoming, 
comprising  fifty-nine  and  thirty-nine  one- 
hundredths  acres,  more  or  less.  The  lease 
shall  be  issued  to  the  operator  who  has  been 
in  continuous  possession  of  the  land  de¬ 
scribed  since  prior  to  February  25,  1920,  un¬ 
der  an  oil  and  gas  lease  Issued  by  all  the  per¬ 
sons  who  located  the  land  as  an  oil  placer¬ 
mining  claim!  on  October  16,  1916,  and  shall 
be  held  by  said  operator  for  Itself  and  the 
said  locators  and  their  successors,  as  their 
interests  may  appear. 

Sec.  2.  The  lease,  shall  be  dated  May  1, 
1946,  shall  be  in  the  form  provided  by  sec¬ 
tion  17  of  the  act  of  February  25,  1920,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  August  8,  1946  (60 
Stat.  951  and  43  CFR,  1946,  Supp.,  192.54). 
and  shall  prescribe  for  competitive  leases 
issued  under  section  17  of  said  act,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  in  amount  or  value  of  oil  and  gas  re¬ 
moved  or  sold  from  nonunitlzed  horizons  or 
zones  or  removed  or  sold  from  or  allocated 
to  the  lease  under  the  provisions  of  the  Elk 
Basin  Unit  Agreement,  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  on  May  29,  1946. 

Sec.  3.  The  lease  shall  not  be  issued  unless 
and  until,  within  6  months  from  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  act — 

(1)  an  application  for  the  lease  is  filed  by 
the  operator  to  whom  the  lease  is  to  be 
issued; 

(2)  the  applicant  pays  to  the  United  States 
as  royalty  an  amount  at  the  rates  provided 
in  the  lease  to  be  Issued  on  all  oil  and  gas 
produced  and  saved  prior  to  May  1,  1946, 
from  the  land  to  be  leased; 

(3)  the  applicant,  together  with  all  per¬ 
sons  or  their  successors  in  interest  having 
a  contract  or  lease  with  the  applicant  under 
which  they  claim  or  hold  an  Interest  in  lots 
1  and  2  and  the  south  half  of  the  northeast 
quarter  of  section  23,  township  58  north, 
range  100  west,  sixth  principal  meridian, 
shall  relinquish  and  quitclaim  to  the  United 
States  all  their  Interests  and  claims  of  what¬ 
ever  character  in  the  land  described,  and 
shall  agree  that  the  Interests  to  be  held  by 
them  or  Inuring  to  their  benefit  under  the 
lease  authorized  by  this  act  shall  be  held  by 
them  in  full  satisfaction  for  every  Interest  or 
claim  which  they  may  have  or  assert  with 
respect  to  the  land  described; 

(4)  the  lease  to  be  issued  under  this  act 
shall  be  fully  committed  to  the  Elk  Basin 
Unit  Agreement,  approved  on  May  29,  1946, 
such  commitment  to  be  effective  as  of  May 
1,  1946;  and 

(5)  the  applicant  agrees  and  binds  Itself 
‘iio  reimburse  the  unit  operator,  without  In- 

fll^est,  for  the  share  of  Investment  costs  and 
op^f atlng  expenses  Incurred  from  and  after 
Maj»vl,  1946,  and  allocated  under  the  unit 
agreeiiaent  to  the  land  to  be  leased. 


The 'bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  rea^t  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

ADMISSION  OF  CERTAIN  ALIEN 
sriSEPHERDERS 

Mr.  WALTER.'^:.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consenL  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  nhl  (S;  1165)  to  pro¬ 
vide  relief  for  the  she^-raising  Industry 
by  making  special  qu'6ta  immigration 
visas  available  to  certaiiv  alien  sheep- 
herders. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  orlihe  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  ot^ection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  fellows'! 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  for  a  period  of  1 
year  after  the  effective  date  of  this  act.  In  any 
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Abc  in  which  the  Attorney  General,  under 
the  f^thorlty  of  the  fourth  proviso  to  sec¬ 
tion  ^f  the  Immigration  Act  of  1917  (U.  S. 
C.,  title  8,  sec.  136),  grants  permission  for 
the  importation  of  a  skilled  sheepherder  Into 
the  United  States  and  the  Investigation  of 
the  application  for  such  importation  dis¬ 
closes  that — *. 

(1)  the  employment  offered  such  skilled 
sheepherder  is  permanent,  and 

(2)  no  immigration  quota  number  of  the 
country  of  which  such  alien  sheepherder  Is  a 
national  Is  then  available, 

a  special  Immlgratioriwisa  may  be  issued  to 
such  alien  sheepherder,  as  provided  In  this 
act:  Provided,  That  suc^  alien  sheepherder 
Is  otherwise  admissible  intft^the  United  States 
for  permanent  residence. 

Sec.  2.  The  Attorney  Gene^l  shall  certify 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  the  ^me  and  ad¬ 
dress  of  every  skilled  sheepherd^  for  which 
an  application  for  Importation  imder  the 
fourth  proviso  to  section  3  of  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1917  has  been  approveck  If  a 
quota  number  is  not  then  available  foA,^ch 
alien  sheepherder,  the  proper  consular  otecer 
may  issue  a  special  quota  immigration  ^a 
to  such  alien  sheepherder.  Upon  the  issuanc 
of  such  visa  the  proper  quota-control  ofBcerN 
shall  deduct  one  number  from  the  appropri¬ 
ate  quoa  for  the  first  year  that  such  quota  is 
available:  Provided,  That  not  more  than  50 
percent  of  any  quota  shall  be  deducted  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act  in  any  given  fiscal 
year. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  There  shall  not  be  Issued  more 
than  250  special  quota  Immigration  visas 
under  this  act. 

(b)  Nothing  contained  in  this  act  shall  be 
construed  as  increasing  the  immigration 
quota  of  any  country  or  of  altering  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  admission  of  aliens  into  the 
United  States. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on<' 
the  table.  / 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  LANE  and  Mr.  VELDE  asked  And 
were  given  permission  to  extend  their 
remarks,  each  In  three  instances,  and  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matters.  j 

Mr.  DONDERO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  a  newspaper  item.  i 

Mr.  HILL  asked  and  was  given  permis-  ' 
sion  to  extend  his  remarks. 

Mr.  BLACKNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  an  address  by  the  Honorable  Ed¬ 
ward  M.  Sharpe. 

Mr.  FUGATE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  GOSSETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  a  short  resolution. 

Mr.  NORRELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in-  ■ 
elude  an  article  from  the  Tax  Review 
published  in  May  1950,  by  the  Tax 
Foundation  of  New  York. 

Mr.  RODINO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re-  . 
marks  and  include  an  article. 

Mr.  CROOK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  article  on  the  subject  The  Age 
That  Disturbs  the  Laborer’s  Mind. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two 


separate  Instances,  In  one  to  Include  a; 
brief  press  release  on  Puerto  Rican  later  | 
and  in  the  other  brief  newspaper  st^ite- 
ments. 

Mr.  HARVEY  asked  and  was  givefl  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  ajnd  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  VDRSELL  asked  and  given 
permission  to  extend  his  rema^  and  in- : 
elude  the  testimony  he  gave  l!nls  morn-  ’ 
ing  before  panel  B  of  the  De^rtment  of , 
Commerce  in  opposition  tof  the  further 
reduction  of  tariffs  on  Ifad  and  leadi 
products. 

Mr.  GOODWIN  aske^'  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  hi^  remarks  and  in-  ' 
elude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  CLEVENGER  ^ked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  ■ 
include  an  editoriajl. 

Mr.  HERTER  Asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  ext^d  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  HUGH  SCOTT,  JR.,  asked  and 
was  given  perhiission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  an  article  from  the 
*j^ew  York  Daily  News  of  June  15. 

“  Tr.  KL^N  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
P^ST)  wAs  given  permission  to  extend  ‘ 
his  *ema,rks  in  three  separate  instances 
and  i^Aach  to  include  extraneous  mat-  ! 
ter. 

Mr.'BitMILLER  asked  and  was  given 
pernjissiormo  extend  his  remarks  in  three  [ 
sepstrate  in^nces  and  in  each  to  in-  ) 
elude  extranetes  matter.  5 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  asked  i 
and  was  given  p^mission  to  extend  her  i 
remarks  and  include  extraneous  matter.  ' 

Mr.  McCORMAC^asked  and  was  giv-  i 
en  permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  | 
include  a  splendid  addr^s  recently  made 
by  Father  Harold  J.  MarW,  at  Massena, 
N.  Y. 

Mr.  FURCOLO  (at  the  reii,uest  of  Mr. 
McCormack)  was  given  permi^ion  to  ex¬ 
tend  his remarks.  \ 

BORROWING  POWER.  OP  COMMCiDITY 
CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  15, 
1950.) 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
practically  the  bill  that  passed  the 
House.  There  is  one  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  22  which  merely  provides  that  the 
tariff  policies  may  be  carried  out  not¬ 
withstanding  any  future  international 
agreements. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  at  this  time  5  min¬ 
utes  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
£ACS]. 

Mr.  PACE.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  natural, 
1  presiune,  that  the  members  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  should 
be  somewhat  concerned  about  this  con¬ 
ference  report.  The  House  passed  a  bill 


Increasing  the  borrowing  authority  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  by 
$2,000,000,000  and  that  was  substantially 
all  the  bill  contained. 

In  the  Senate  there  was  added  what  is  \ 
called  the  Magnuson  amendment,  which 
deals  with  section  22  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  and  that  was  the  only 
question  in  conference.  The  matter  in 
the  conference  report  was  not  dealt  with 
at  all  in  the  House  bill. 

This  is  a  matter  of  very  deep  interest 
to  every  member  of  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture.  Section  22  seeks  to 
give  some  protection  to  our  farm  pro¬ 
grams  by  providing  that  if  imports  com¬ 
ing  into  tWs  country  impair  or  interfere 
with  those  programs  or  increase  the  cost'  j 
oLthe  price-support  program,  llmitatldiS  j 
diT Imports  can bemade by"the President.  I 

The  language  agreed  upon  in  confer*^ 
ence  is  a  complete  rewriting  of  section 
22  as  contained  in  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act.  I  realize  that  there  is  not 
much  that  can  be  done  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  except  I  was  requested  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  to  propound  one 
question  of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
rency. 

In  what  is  commonly  referred  to  as 
GATT,  with  which  the  chairman,  I  know, 
is  familiar,  that  is.  General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  it  is  expressly  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  provisions  of  law  as  they 
existed  on  November  15,  1947,  would  be 
respected;  that  is,  as  section  22  existed, 
and  that  all  agreements  would  respect 
section  22  as  it  then  existed.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  distinguished  Chairman 
this  one  question.  This  provision  now 
contained  in  subsection  (f)  of  the  re¬ 
write  of  section  22,  reads  as  follows: 

(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section 
shall  be  enforced  In  contravention  of  any 
treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to 
which  the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  be¬ 
comes  a  party;  but  no  International  agree¬ 
ment  or  amendment  to  an  existing  Interna¬ 
tional  agreement  shall  hereafter  be  entered 
into  which  does  not  permit  the  enforcement 
of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  articles 
and  countries  to  which  such  agreement  or 
amendment  Is  applicable  to  the  full  extent 
that  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  as  heretofore  entered  Into  by  the 
United  States,  permits  such  enforcement 
with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to 
which  such  general  agreement  is  applicable. 
Prescription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty  for  any 
article  than  that  prescribed  by  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade  shall  not, 
if  subject  to  the  escape  provisions  of  such 
general  agreement,  be  deemed  a  violation 
of  this  subsection. 

Is  it  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that 
this  provision  is  not  intended  to  limit 
the  authority  of  Congress  to  limit  the 
use  of  section  22  regulations  to  any 
greater  extent  than  existed  at  the  time 
the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade  was  entered  into? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  It  only  refers  to  future 
agreements,  of  course.  We  could  not 
enter  into  any  agreements  in  contraven¬ 
tion  of  any  treaty  or  Executive  order. 
The  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
says  that  treaties  are  the  supreme  law 
of  the  land,  and  I  do  not  think  anybody 
would  want  the  Government  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  in  contravention  of 
a  treaty,  because  the  national  honor  and 
good  faith  would  be  at  stake^  jR  £ro- 
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vldes,  however,  that  no  agreement  shall 
be  made  in  the  future  which  would  in- 
terefere  with  the  operation  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.  We  do  not  say  “existing  law.”  It 
merely  says  in  the  future  they  shall  not 
enter  into  contracts  that  will  interfere 
with  the  carrying  out  of  this  policy.  It 
has  no  retroactive  effect  and  it  has  no 
effect  on  existing  treaties. 

Mr.  PACE.  Does  the  gentleman  mean 
to  say  that  it  is  the  intent  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  that  future  international  treaties 
and  agreements  shall  not  be  such  as  to 
prevent  the  operation  of  section  22? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  That  is  true.  They 
shall  not  enter  into  those  agreements. 
Of  course,  if  they  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment,  whatever  that  agreement  is,  na¬ 
tional  honor  and  good  faith  compels  us 
to  uphold  it,  but  in  the  future  we  shall 
not  enter  into  any  agreement  that  will 
Interfere  with  the  policy  of  this  section. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PACE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Does  not  this  section, 
as  changed  in  this  conference  report, 
change  the  text  of  old  section  22  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act? 

Mr.  PACE.  It  changes  the  text  some¬ 
what,  but  under  the  assurance  given  by 
the  chairman  of  the  House  conferees  I 
shall  not  be  disturbed;  that  it  is  the 
Intention  of  the  conferees  that  they  shall 
not  enter  into  any  trade  agreement  here¬ 
after  that  will  violate  the  intention  and 
the  provisions  of  section  22  as  rewritten 
In  this  conference  repMJrt. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PACE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  because  the  gentleman 
from  California  and  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  are  both  very  much  con¬ 
cerned  with  this  question. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  In¬ 
deed  we  are,  and  I  cannot  see  why  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  is  so  pleased 
with  the  assurance  given  by  the  chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  PACE.  Because  he  said  that  it 
provides  that  no  futxire  treaties  or  inter¬ 
national  agreements  shall  be  entered 
into  which  violate  the  terms  of  section 
22  as  redrafted  in  this  report;  nor  will 
the  adoption  of  this  conference  report 
have  any  retroactive  effect  in  changing 
the  terms  of  the  general  agreement  on 
tariffs  and  trade,  which  recognized  the 
provisions  of  section  22  as  it  existed  at 
that  time. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  SCUDDERl. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
amendment  is  very  vital  to  the  specialty 
crops  particularly  those  raised  in  Cali¬ 
fornia.  I  personally  feel  that  we  have 
gone  a  long  way  afield  in  our  neglect  to 
protect  American  agriculture  and 
American  laboring  men  by  the  repeal  of 
the  peril  point  in  our  tariff  agreements. 
I  believe  this  is  just  another  step  toward 
giving  further  control  to  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  in  handling  the  situation  as  they 
see  fit.  I  believe  Congress  should  take 
some  action  to  see  that  we  protect 
American  labor  and  American  agricul¬ 
ture. 


I  know  you  are  all  very  well  apprised 
of  the  fact  that  labor  organizations 
throughout  this  country  are  now  deeply 
concerned  with  our  repeal  last  year  of 
the  peril  point  and  the  escape  clause  in 
our  trade  agreements.  As  I  understand, 
we  shipped  into  this  country  2  years  ago 
about  $1,600,000,000  worth  of  competi¬ 
tive  agricultural  crops.  This  country  is 
now  supporting  the  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  world.  I  believe  it  is  time 
that  we  should  respond  to  the  demands 
of  the  people  who  are  interested  in  pro¬ 
tecting  our  economy  and  not  give  and 
give.  We  should  try  to  protect  our  own 
American  agriculture. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  amendment  as  it 
now  stands  applies  only  to  future  agree¬ 
ments  and  will  not  be  of  very  much  pro¬ 
tection,  because  we  have  agreements  al¬ 
ready  with  so  many  countries,  where 
the  damage  is  now  being  done.  The 
Magnuson  amendment  would  have  been 
much  better.  The  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  talks  about  honor,  and  that 
the  country  has  to  stand  by  these 
treaties.  They  are  not  treaties.  They 
were  not  ratified  by  the  Senate.  They 
are  agreements  only.  Future  Congresses 
should  not  be  bound.  We  should  have  a 
perfect  right  now  to  legislate  on  this  for 
the  interests  of  the  American  agricul¬ 
tural  producers. 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  The  gentleman  is 
right.  We  should  adhere  to  the  Mag¬ 
nuson  amendment. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  If  these  are  treaties, 
is  it  not  a  fact  that  escape  clauses  were 
written  into  the  reciprocal-trade  treaties 
which  would  give  the  President  the 
power  to  renegotiate?  Is  not  that  a 
fact? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Yes,  under  certain  con¬ 
ditions. 

What  does  the  Magnuson  amendment 
do?  The  Magnuson  amendment  places 
the  responsibility  in  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  He  not  only  makes  the 
complaint,  he  tries  the  case  and  he  ren¬ 
ders  the  verdict.  You  talk  about  the 
administration  wanting  more  power. 
Where  could  the  administration  have 
more  power  than  that? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  California 
has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  5  minutes. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  does  not 
want  the  power  arbitrarily  to  make  the 
complaint,  try  the  case,  render  the  ver- 
-  diet,  and  pronounce  the  judgment.  He 
sees  the  impropriety  of  it.  So  under  this 
■  bill  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  the 
authority  to  express  his  opinion,  after 
hearing  evidence,  as  to  what  action 
should  be  taken.  He  refers  it  to  the 
President.  The  President  puts  in  opera¬ 
tion  a  bipartisan  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  Federal  Tariff  Commission. 

You  talk  about  the  administration 
grasping  for  power.  If  the  administra¬ 


tion  wanted  power,  a  good  way  to  obtain 
that  power  would  be  to  give  this  whole 
authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  does  not 
want  it  and  the  President  does  not  want 
him  to  have  it. 

One  of  the  perils  of  this  bill,  if  you  had 
put  the  Magnuson  amendment  on  it,  is 
that  I  am  sure  it  would  have  been  vetoed. 

Wherein  is  there  any  peril  to  the  agri¬ 
cultural  interests  of  the  coimtry  when 
you  refer  these  tariff  matters  to  a  bi¬ 
partisan  board?  By  doing  that  you  take 
them  out  of  politics. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  What  dif¬ 
ference  is  it  whether  the  power  is  vested 
in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  in  the 
President — the  administration  still  has 
the  power,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  SPEff^CE.  The  administration  has 
no  power  to  control  this  bipartisan  Com¬ 
mission  and  justly  so. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  It  is  a 
discretionary  power. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  It  is  almost  a  Judicial 
question  and  they  arrive  at  a  conclusion 
after  having  a  hearing.  The  proper  or¬ 
ganization  to  do  this  is  the  agency  of 
Government  which  has  had  the  expe¬ 
rience  and  the  agency  of  Government 
which  is  created  for  this  very  purpose; 
that  is  the  Tariff  Commission. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Is  it  a  statement  of 
fact  that  the  State  Department  had  a 
great  deal  to  do  with  the  writing  of 
section  22  as  it  now  stands  in  the  bill, 
and  if  that  is  the  fact,  why  should  not 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  have  some¬ 
thing  to  say  about  it? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  did  not  want  it.  The  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  saw  the  impropriety  of  it. 
A  man  cannot  be  a  prosecutor  and  judge 
at  the  same  time.  The  Department  of 
State  agreed  with  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  ought  not  to  have  this  power  and 
that  it  ought  to  be  administered  as  it  has 
been.  But  they  give  the  power  to  the 
Secretary  after  a  hearing  to  make  the 
recommendation  to  the  President.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  not  set  in 
motion  the  Federal  Tariff  Commission. 
The  President  had  to  set  that  in  motion. 
So,  in  conformity  with  orderly  procedure 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  makes  the 
complaint  to  the  President,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  refers  it  to  the  Tariff  Commission 
for  its  judgment.  What  could  be  more 
orderly  procedure  than  that? 

What  kind  of  chaotic  procedure  would 
it  be  to,  give  all  of  this  power  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  to  make  a  com¬ 
plaint,  to  hear  the  evidence  and  then  to 
render  a  verdict. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  It  is  true,  is  it  not, 
that  the  State  Department  did  have  a 
great  deal  to  do  with  the  drafting  of  the 
language  here? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  think  the  State  De¬ 
partment  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  got  together  on  this.  There  was 
no  contrariety  of  opinion.  ,  They  agreed 
on  it.  The  State  Department  did  not 
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think  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
ought  to  have  this  power,  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  did  not  want  it. 
The  President,  I  know,  did  not  want 
them  to  have  it,  because  the  President 
is  charged  with  the  duty  of  seeing  that 
there  is  orderly  procedures  of  govern¬ 
ment.  This,  as  far  as  I  know,  met  with 
the  approval  of  all  of  the  departments  of 
Government.  I  do  not  see  why  it  would 
not  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  It  is  practically  the 
reverse  of  the  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Why  worry  about  that 
amendment?  It  was  never  in  our  bill. 
We  brought  the  bill  back  here  substan¬ 
tially  as  it  was  passed  by  the  House. 

The  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
never  was  in  the  House  bill.  It  was  in 
the  Senate  bill.  Nobody  was  very  in¬ 
sistent  that  it  stay  in  the  Senate  bill 
after  conference. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HORAN.  The  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment,  of  course,  gave  priority  of 
responsibility  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  with  regard  to  the  imports  of 
agricultural  commodities  where  we 
might  have  a  surplus  already  in  this 
country.  We  are  passing  on  a  bill  today 
to  add  $2,000,000,000  additional  to  buy 
up  surplus  commodities  in  this  country. 
Now,  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
gave  a  priority  of  responsibility  to  the 
one  man  in  the  United  States,  who, 
whether  we  like  it  or  not,  we  have  to 
look  to,  who  ought  to  have  the  respon¬ 
sibility. 

Does  not  the  action  of  your  commit¬ 
tee  make  the  Department  of  State  more 
dominant  than  the  one  man  in  the 
United  States  who  should  have  a  clear 
responsibility  here?  Will  the  gentleman 
answer  that  question? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  My  answer  to  that  is 
a  categorical  no.  It  gives  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  authority  and  the  duty  to 
make  a  complaint.  He  makes  a  com¬ 
plaint  to  the  President,  the  only  person 
in  authority  that  he  could  make  a  com¬ 
plaint  to,  and  he  sets  in  motion  the 
Tariff  Commission. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  would  like  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  explain  the  language  of  the 
reconstructed  paragraph  (f)  as  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  recomposed  it,  because  I  have 
read  it  at  least  20  times  and  I  cannot 
understand  it.  I  doubt  very  much  if  any¬ 
one  on  the  floor  understands  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  the  present  law,  section  22, 
which  we  did  not  consider  here,  was 
amended  in  the  Senate  by  what  is  known 
as  the  Magnuson  amendment.  These 
programs  were  initiated  heretofore  by 
the  President.  Under  this  conference 
report,  under  the  agreement  amongst 
the  conferees,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  initiates  the  program,  and  he 
makes  recommendation  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States.  The  President 
then  refers  this  report  to  the  Tariff 
Commission.  I  think  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Tariff  Commission 
certainly  ought  to  be  consulted.  That 
is  the  status  of  this  section  now. 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  With 
reference  to  the  statement  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Brown] 
whether  or  not  reference  to  the  Tariff 
Commission  is  mandatory  on  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  or  if  it  means  if  the  President 
agrees  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
that  there  is  reason  for  such  belief,  then 
he  refers  it? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  do  not  think  we  pass 
acts  that  are  mandatory  on  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  He  has  the  right  to  exercise  his 
judgment.  I  think  in  every  instance  the 
President  would  refer  it  to  the  Tariff 
Commission  if  he  found  it  was  based 
upon  fact. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  conference  committee  realized 
that  they  were  doing  two  things.  I  have 
the  same  difficulty  which  other  gentle¬ 
men  have  in  understanding  what  the 
words  mean  in  the  amendment,  but  ap¬ 
parently  they  mean  that  the  provision 
in  the  original  section  22,  which  agricul¬ 
tural  groups  did  not  like  because  of  its 
effect  upon  marketing  agreements,  has 
now  been  ratified  and  confirmed  by  the 
new  amendment  to  the  bill  that  is  now 
before  us.  Did  the  conference  committee 
in  doing  that  realize  that  they  were  in 
effect  setting  aside  the  whole  theory  of 
marketing  agreements  as  we  have  worked 
upon  it  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  No,  we  did  not. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  hope 
the  gentleman  realizes  it  now. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  The  gentleman  is  re¬ 
ferring  to  an  amendment  that  was  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Senate.  It  was  not  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  Senate.  We  had  ample  op¬ 
portunity  to  consider  the  bill  in  the 
House.  It  was  passed  by  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  vote  in  the  House.  That  amend¬ 
ment  was  not  considered  in  the  House. 
The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
were  not  insistent  upon  it  in  conference. 
Do  you  expect  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  would  press  for  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  adopt  an  amendment  which  the 
Senate  conferees  did  not  insist  upon? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Spence]  has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Fulton]. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  this 
new  section  22  in  the  biU,  placed  there 
by  the  conference  report,  the  President 
must  veto  this  bill. 

It  is  an  inescapable  conclusion  that 
the  United  States  Congress  will  be  re¬ 
turning  to  agricultural  isolationism  in 
this  country  because  this  provision  takes 
completely  out  of  the  reciprocal  trade 
program  everything  having  to  do  with 
agriculture,  and  any  commodity  or  any 
item  processed  from  such  an  agricultural 
commodity.  This  provision  tears  the  big¬ 
gest  hole  in  the  reciprocal  trade  program 
that  has  ever  been  torn  in  it  by  any  ac¬ 
tion  of  Congress  since  its  inception. 

Let  me  warn  this  Congress  that  once 
you  return  to  the  Smoot-Hawley  tariff 


.  principles  in  any  large  segment  of  our 
public  economy,  you  are  going  to  tear 
down  the  economic  fabric  of  this  coun¬ 
toy,  as  well  as  industry.  Let  me  warn  the 
Congressmen  if  you  think  you  can  put  in 
'  the  power  of  one  man,  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  the  right  to  set  quan¬ 
titative  limitations,  to  set  the  tariff,  and 
to  set  how  much  international  trade 
shall  interfere  or  compete  with  our  do¬ 
mestic  production,  with  a  power  and  dis¬ 
cretion  that  can  be  changed  at  any 
time — and  then  not  have  other  nations 
put  into  the  power  of  a  dictator  the 
same  powers  in  retaliation,  you  are  mis¬ 
taken.  Such  action  moves  against  priv¬ 
ate  enterprise  in  international  trade,  and 
invites  Government  manipulations  and 
Government  trading.  Under  such  a 
broad  section,  all  talk  of  private  enter¬ 
prise  in  international  trade  and  the  op¬ 
eration  of  economic  principles  is  com¬ 
plete  nonsense.  Peculiarly,  this  proposal 
is  backed  by  some  who  declaim  most 
loudly  against  State  interference,  arbi¬ 
trary  powers  in  the  Executive,  and  so 
forth,  on  the  domestic  scene.  This  is 
economic  absolutism  of  the  worst  type, 
and  this  is  agriculture  through  a  certain 
bloc  running  wild. 

If  the  President  does  not  veto  this 
bill,  he  should  immediately  withdraw 
or  have  the  administration  withdraw  the 
sponsorship  of  the  bill  to  approve  the 
ITO  charter  prepared  at  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Conference  on  Trade  and  Unem¬ 
ployment  that  was  held  at  Habana. 
This  was  the  Habana  conference  to  re¬ 
duce  the  limitations  on  goods  In  inter¬ 
national  commerce,  to  cut  down  existing 
arbitrary  trade  barriers,  and  to  take  the 
first  steps  to  do  away  with  state  trade. 
Its  purpose  was  to  take  away  from  the 
hands  of  one  man  in  any  government 
the  power  to  decide  arbitrarily  what 
part  any  nation’s  economy  should  play 
in  International  commerce  and  to  write 
a  system  of  basic  rules  mutually  agreed 
upon  for  the  encouragement  and  facili¬ 
tating  of  private  enterprise  in  interna¬ 
tional  commerce.  The  purpose  of  the 
ITO  charter  was  specifically  to  get  away 
from  quantitative  restrictions;  yet  here 
is  this  committee  coming  in,  in  direct 
violation  of  the  administration’s  policy, 
and  in  direct  violation  of  the  bipartisan 
policy  called  the  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ments  program  that  we  have  voted  and 
followed  and  which  has  built  up  inter¬ 
national  good  will  over  the  past  decade 
and  a  half.  Now,  may  I  disagree  with 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  and  say 
that  he  is  completely  in  error  when  he 
states  that  this  new  section  does  not 
affect  any  current  commodity  or  agree¬ 
ment.  Under  these  reciprocal-trade 
agreements  there  are  certain  items  or 
commodities  that  you  can  change  and 
are  therefore  under  this  section  as  the 
last  sentence  of  this  particular  provision 
section  22  states: 

Prescription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty  for 
any  article  than  that  prescribed  by  the 
general  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade  shall 
not,  if  subject  to  the  escape  provisions  of 
such  general  agreement,  be  deemed  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  this  subsection. 

And  that  refers  exactly  to  the  current 
agreements  because  it  specifically  links 
the  operation  of  this  subsection  to  any 
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commodities  covered  by  escape  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  general  agreements.  This 
-is  a  concealed  attempt  to  put  over  on 
the  country  a  change  from  a  bipartisan 
policy  that  has  worked  well ;  namely,  the 
reciprocal  trade  agreements  policy.  This 
action  on  this  bill  will  not  only  cost  the 
taxpayers  and  consumers  two  billion 
more  dollars,  but  will  effectively  kill  the 
bipartisan  reciprocal  trade  agreements 
policy  as  to  agricultural  products,  and 
will  make  the  administration’s  support 
of  the  principles  of  the  ITO  charter  a 
meaningless  sham. 

(Mr.  SCUDDEP,  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Anderson]. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wish  I  could  share  the  compla¬ 
cency  of  my  good  friend  from  Georgia 
over  the  statement  made  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  in  connection  with  the  revised 
section  22,  but  it  looks  to  me  as  though 
under  this  section  that  has  been  written 
into  the  conference  report  what  we  are 
actually  doing  is  turning  the  agricultural 
program,  at  least  insofar  as  perishable 
commodities  are  concerned,  over  to  the 
State  Department  to  administer,  lock, 
stock,  and  barrel. 

Mr.  PACE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PACE.  Not  being  too  sure  what 
the  section  was  intended  to  mean,  I  was 
gratified  to  have  the  assurance  of  the 
chairman  that  under  this  section  no 
trade  agreements  can  hereafter  be  en¬ 
tered  into  which  will  violate  section  22. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  California.  I  sin¬ 
cerely  trust  that  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  is  right.  I  am  going  to  get  some 
additional  information,  I  think,  from  the 
man  who  knows  more  about  section  22 
than  anyone  in  the  House;  I  am  going 
to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  the 
distinguished  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  to  explain  just  exactly  what  para¬ 
graph  (f)  means  and  what  it  does. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  I  express  my  appre¬ 
ciation  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
for  the  opportunity  to  do  so.  I  think  we 
need  some  background,  however,  thor¬ 
oughly  to  understand  subsection  (f) .  We 
must  take  into  consideration  that  under 
reciprocal-trade  agreements  there  is  the 
most-favored-nation  clause.  Under  ex¬ 
isting  law  and  under  the  proposal  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  President  as  to  the  facts 
under  this  section  shall  be  final.  Under 
existing  law  section  22  provides: 

(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section 
shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any 
treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to 
which  the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  be¬ 
comes  a  party. 

There  is  always  the  thought  behind 
that  that  the  program  of  the  President 
wherein  he  increases  duties  to  protect 
an  agricultural  program  domestically 
may  have  that  offset  and  completely 
nullified  by  an  international  agreement 
to  which  this  country  is  a  party.  I  do 
not  use  the  term  “treaty”  because  some¬ 
where  along  the  line  somebody  has  drawn 
a  line  of  demarcation  between  a  treaty 


and  a  trade  agreement  and  it  has  not 
yet  been  explained  to  me  where  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  a  treaty  and  a  trade 
agreement  lies. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  9 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  WoLcoTX]. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I 
said,  the  existing  law,  section  22  (f ) , 
provides  that  no  proclamation  under  this 
section  shall  be  enforced  in  contraven¬ 
tion  of  any  treaty  or  other  international 
agreement  to  which  the  United  States  is 
or  hereafter  becomes  a  party. 

I  just  explained  that  under  my  under¬ 
standing  of  that  the  program  of  the 
President  by  which  he  increases  the  tar¬ 
iffs  under  section  22  to  protect  a  do¬ 
mestic  program  might  be  completely 
nullified  by  any  new  international  agree¬ 
ment  in  respect  to  tariffs. 

Section  (f)  as  it  is  written  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  replaces  section  (f)  in  ex¬ 
isting  law  and  attempts  to  protect  the 
program  of  the  President  in  respect  to 
the  increase  of  tariffs  for  the  protection 
of  domestic  programs  against  nullifica¬ 
tion  by  treaties  and  agreements  in  the 
future.  Although  it  starts  off  by  stating 
that '  ' 

No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall 
be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any  treaty  or 
other  international  agreement  to  which  the 
United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a 
party — 

That  language  being  to  protect  the 
present  international  agreements  against 
nullification  by  any  action  which  the 
President  might  take  under  section  22,  it 
nevertheless  goes  on  to  state — 
but  no  International  agreement  or  amend¬ 
ment  to  an  existing  International  agreement 
shall  hereafter  be  entered  into  which  does 
not  permit  the  enforcement  of  this  section 
with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to 
which  such  agreement  or  amendment  Is  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  full  extent  that  the  general 
agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade,  as  heretofore 
entered  into  by  the  United  States,  permits 
such  enforcement  with  respect  to  the  articles 
and  countries  to  which  such  general  agree¬ 
ment  is  applicable. 

When  I  signed  the  conference  report  I 
had  definitely  in  mind  that  that  language 
was  an  attempt  to  prevent  the  possible 
nullification  of  any  program  under  sec¬ 
tion  22  by  any  new  international  agree¬ 
ment,  and  I  think  that  we  may  rest  as¬ 
sured  that  if  section  22  means  anything 
and  if  subsection  (f)  means  anything,  it 
means  simply,  first,  that  present  interna¬ 
tional  agreements  are  respected  and  can¬ 
not  be  nullified  or  amended  or  modified 
through  the  program  authorized  in  sec¬ 
tion  22  and  that  hereafter  the  section  22 
program  as  proclaimed  by  the  President 
is  protected  against  nullification,  modifi¬ 
cation,  or  amendment  by  any  interna¬ 
tional  agreement. 

Let  me  just  say  this  in  general.  Sec- 
'tion  22  has  never  been  used,  and  so  long 
as  it  is  permissive  on  the  part  of  the 
President  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  use  the  authority  contained  in  section 
22,  it  is  not  going  to  be  used  in  contra¬ 
vention  of  any  international  agreement 
and,  I  might  say,  it  is  not  going  to  be 
used  in  the  future  any  more  than  in  the 
past.  I  might  say  also  that  where  the 


existing  law  provides  that  the  President 
shall  activate  this  program,  the  proposed 
changes  in  the  conference  report  in  effect 
make  no  difference  whatsoever  in  that 
particular. 

We  recognize  the  President  as  the  head 
of  the  executive  establishment,  and 
when  we  use  the  word  “President”  in 
these  laws,  we  do  not  necessarily  mean 
the  President  as  an  individual.  What 
we  are  referring  to  is  the  same  as  we 
refer  here  to  Mr.  Speaker,  when  we 
mean  all  of  the  ladies  and  gentlemen 
of  the  House;  we  refer  to  the  ladies  and 
gentlemen  of  the  House  when  we  ad¬ 
dress  our  remarks  to  the  Speaker.  So, 
when  we  refer  to  the  President  we  refer 
to  the  executive  establishment  over 
which  he  has  control.  So,  it  does  not 
make  any  difference  in  this  law  whether 
it  says  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  the 
President,  because  the  President  has  the 
responsibility  for  the  program,  as  he 
should  have.  The  reason  why,  I  under¬ 
stand,  the  conferees  substituted  “Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture”  for  the  word  “Presi¬ 
dent”  was  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  might  be  expected  to  be  watch¬ 
ing  this  more  closely  than  he  would 
otherwise,  and  that  he  would  activate 
the  program,  and  then  we  go  on  to  say 
that  after  this  program  is  activated,  that 
the  President  shall,  if  he  finds  the  facts 
to  be  basically  true,  increase  the  tariffs 
not  to  exceed  50  percent.  So,  I  cannot 
see  where  the  President  is  compelled  to 
do  anything  under  this  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  any  more  than  he  was  compelled 
to  do  anything  under  the  existing  sec¬ 
tion  22.  Where  the  law  says  that  he 
shall  increase  the  tariffs  not  to  exceed 
50  percent,  of  course,  he  is  in  full  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  law  to  increase  them 
one  one-hundredth  of  1  percent.  Now, 
after  he  has  announced  and  proclaimed 
this  program,  there  is  nothing  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  President  from  amending  or 
modifying  the  program,  so  it  becomes 
more  or  less  an  innocuous  thing  be¬ 
cause  if  the  United  States  wants  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  in  contravention  of 
an  existing  section  22  program,  then  in 
anticipation  of  that  all  the  President 
has  to  do  is  to  amend  the  section  22  pro¬ 
gram  to  conform  with  what  he  wants  to 
do  in  the  international  agreement. 

So  the  basic  difference,  as  I  see  it,  be¬ 
tween  existing  law  and  this  amendment 
lies  in  the  protection  which  subsection 
(f)  at  least  attempts  to  give  and,  ac¬ 
cording  to  my  understanding,  does  give 
to  existing  programs.  It  is  at  least  a 
declaration  of  policy  on  the  part  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  we  want  the  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  programs  respected  and  not 
nullified  by  subsequent  international 
agreements. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON.  The  gentleman  has 
omitted  to  read  or  comment  on  the  bot¬ 
tom  sentence  on  page  2. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  FULTON.  I  believe  that  that  does  . 
change  the  law  as  regards  the  current 
agreements. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  read  that  in  connection  with  the 
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most-favored-nation  clause  in  the  recip¬ 
rocal  trade  agreements,  he  will  readily 
understand  why  that  is  in  there,  because 
under  the  reciprocal  trade  agreements 
the  most-favored-nation  clause  causes 
these  to  apply  to  all  countries  that  want 
its  benefits. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Does  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  approve  this  section  specifically? 
Can  that  be  answered  by  the  committee? 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Yes.  I  can  say  this, 
that  the  State  Department  had  a  repre¬ 
sentative  in  the  conference  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  had  a  repre¬ 
sentative  in  the  conference.  They  came 
down  and  worked  with  the  conferees.  I 
had  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  it.  I  was 
more  concerned  with  trying  to  get  some 
mandatory  provisions  in  here  than  per¬ 
haps  I  should  have  been,  knowing  that 
the  program  had  never  been  used. 
Nevertheless,  I  think  we  were  left  with 
the  impression  from  suggestions  made  by 
the  State  Department  and  the  repre¬ 
sentative  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  which  are  embodied  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  that  these  were  com¬ 
promise  proposals  and  would  assure  that 
the  program  would  be  satisfactory  to  the 
President.  Because  it  seemed  to  be 
satisfactory  and  I  believe  was  satisfac¬ 
tory  to  these  representatives  of  the  State 
Department  and  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  we  may  assume  that  it  is 
in  keeping  with  the  President’s  program 
and  will  be  approved  by  him.  Other¬ 
wise,  of  course,  then  we  are  confronted 
with  the  very  paradoxical  situation  of 
the  executive  department  coming  down 
and  recommending  one  thing  and  the 
President  vetoing  it. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wyoming.  I  was 
concerned  with  the  last  sentence  of  sub¬ 
section  (f)  for  an  entirely  different 
reason  than  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania.  It  seems  to  me  the  last  sen¬ 
tence  negatives  the  provision  you  have 
there  to  protect  against  decreases  in  fu¬ 
ture  trade  agreements. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  I  am  afraid  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  have  to  ask  somebody  else 
for  a  specific  interpretation  of  that,  ex¬ 
cept  that  my  understanding  of  it  is  that 
where  you  enter  into  a  general  tariff 
agreement  with  an  escape  clause  in  re¬ 
spect  to  some  particular  country,  then 
the  escape  provisions,  as  it  says  here,  of 
such  general  agreement  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  violation  of  this  subsection  as 
provided  for  that  particular  country. 

I  think  there  is  grave  doubt  as  to 
whether  they  perhaps  cannot  be  used  to 
nullify  the  program,  which  is  the  weak 
point  of  the  whole  situation.  I  think 
there  is  some  doubt  about  it.  But  I  want 
to  reiterate,  if  there  is  any  meat  to  our 
debates  here,  and  if  the  departments  use 
the  debates  in  determining  legislative 
policy  and  intent,  then  let  us  stress  the 
fact  that  when  we  accept  this  conference 
report  we  accept  it  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  no  international  agreement  shall 
be  entered  into,  notwithstanding  any  am¬ 
biguous  language  in  this  report,  which 
will  nullify  the  program  which  is  laid 
out  by  the  President. 


That  is  my  understanding  of  it.  I  do 
not  think  I  would  have  signed  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  had  I  understood  other¬ 
wise. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wyoming.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  if  that  is  his  under¬ 
standing  also? 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  I  am  asked  to  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Kentucky  if  it  is 
his  understanding  that,  generally  speak¬ 
ing,  notwithstanding  any  ambiguous 
language  in  the  act,  it  is  the  intent  of 
the  Congress,  if  they  adopt  this  confer¬ 
ence  report,  to  prevent  the  nullification 
of  any  program  set  up  under  section  22 
by  any  future  international  agreements. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Within  the  framework 
of  the  act. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RICH.  If  this  conference  report 
goes  through,  and  we  borrow  $2,000,000,- 
000  more  to  buy  commodities,  will  the 
commodities  be  given  to  these  foreign 
countries  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  That  is  going  a  little 
further  than  I  care  to  go  to  answer  the 
question.  I  do  not  think  it  is  germane 
here. 

Mr.  RICH.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  when 
you  get  additional  surplus  commodities 
in  this  country  and  do  not  know  what 
to  do  with  them,  and  pay  the  farmers  for 
these  commodities,  instead  of  letting  the 
price  go  down  to  our  own  people,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  distribute 
them  to  foreign  countries,  thus  depriv¬ 
ing  the  people  in  this  country  of  low 
commodity  prices? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yielded  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  to  ask  a  question  and  he  has  made 
a  political  speech. 

Mr.  RICH.  I  would  like  5  minutes  to 
make  a  political  speech. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Phillips], 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  We  seem 
to  face  this  interesting  situation,  Mr. 
Speaker;  there  appear  to  be  marked  dif¬ 
ferences  of  opinion  on  the  floor  as  to  just 
what  this  new  language  means.  Also, 
it  seems  obvious  from  the  statement  of 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Pulton],  the  gentlemen  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Horan  and  Mr.  Holmes]  that 
this  is  not  satisfactory  to  anyone.  It 
appears  to  be  unsatisfactory  to  those 
who  are  supporters  of  the  reciprocal 
trade  agreements  and  it  is  not  acceptable 
to  those  who  have  tried  for  some  time 
to  keep  section  22  provisions  from  in¬ 
vading  the  Marketing  Act  theory  of  agri¬ 
cultural  legislation. 

We  should  support  what  I  understand 
to  be  the  intent  of  the  other  body  and 
return  this  respectfully  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  for  further  study  to  see 
if  that  committee  can  come  to  an  agree¬ 
ment  as  to  what  the  amendment  means 
and  what  should  be  done  about  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  would  be  better  not  to 
adopt  this  amendment  at  all,  but  to 
leave  the  section  22  provisions  as  they 
are.  They  are  clearer  and  better  than 


this  wording.  We  should  not  adopt  this 
conference  report  as  it  is  now  worded. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Is  it  the  opinion  of 
the  gentleman  from  California  that  the 
Magnuson  amendment  does  clearly  pre¬ 
vent  any  inroads  by  the  reciprocal  trade 
agreements  into  section  22  of  the  AAA 
Act? 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  That 
was  my  understanding  of  the  intent  of 
the  Magnuson  amendment.  But  the 
Magnuson  amendment  has  been 
scrapped  in  favor  of  what  I  understand 
to  be  wording  presented  to  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  other  body,  refused  by  it, 
and  then  brought  to  the  conference  and 
adopted  by  the  conference  committee. 
So  that  we  now  have  this  very  difiBcult 
situation  as  to  just  whose  wording  ti  is 
and  what  it  is  intended  to  say  and  do. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  The  other  body 
adopted  the  Magnuson  amendment. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Therefore,  they  might 
revamp  their  present  conference  report 
and  include  the  specific  wording  which 
the  Magnuson  amendment  contains 
which  would  solve  the  problem  from  our 
viewpoint. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULTON.  I  compliment  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  because  although 
he  is  on  the  other  side  of  this  particular 
question,  I  being  a  supporter  of  the 
reciprocal  trade  agreements,  he  feels 
exactly  as  I  do — that  it  is  not  clear.  If 
it  is  not  clear,  then  we  should  have  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  I  will 
ask  the  chairman  of  the  committee  to 
state  at  this  time  whether  the  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  State  Department  ap¬ 
prove  this  section  as  written. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  If  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  heard  that 
question,  he  can  answer  it. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Brown]  2  minutes 
to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  The  con¬ 
ferees  have  brought  back  to  the  House 
the  bill  as  passed.  In  addition  to  that, 
we  compromised  on  the  Magnuson 
amendment.  You  speak  about  the  con¬ 
ferees  going  back  for  another  confer¬ 
ence.  The  House  conferees  agreed  with 
the  Senators  on  a  compromise  of  the 
Magnuson  amendment.  If  we  had  rep¬ 
resented  the  views  of  the  House  entirely 
we  would  not  have  brought  back  the 
Magnuson  amendment  or  any  part  of  it. 
Some  of  the  Members  here  want  the 
Magnuson  amendment  as  it  passed  the 
Senate.  It  was  not  adopted  by  the  House 
and  was  not  offered  in  the  House.  We 
did  the  best  we  could.  The  compromise 
was  satisfactory  to  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment,  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  was  satisfactory  to  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate  who  brought 
the  Magnuson  amendment  before  us. 
Why  should  we  go  back  for  further  con¬ 
ference  when  the  compromise  was  en¬ 
tirely  satisfactory  to  the  Senatoi’s?  We 
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were  not  instructed  by  the  House  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  Magnuson  amendment  or  any 
part  of  it.  This  is  what  it  does.  It  is 
stated  in  the  report : 

The  elfect  of  the  conference  amendment 
with  respect  to  subsection  (f)  is  to  make 
sure  that  future  international  agreements 
or  amendments  to  existing  internationai 
agreemens  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of 
section  22  within  the  framework  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade. 

We  all  understood  it  that  way.  It  was 
unanimous  by  the  conferees.  I  am  sorry 
the  compromise  is  not  satisfactory  to 
those  of  you  who  want  the  Magnuson 
amendment  as  adopted  by  the  other 
body.  We  made  a  compromise  that  was 
satisfactory  to  both  the  House  conferees 
and  the  Senate  conferees.  Why  send  it 
back  for  further  conference? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Brown]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield  me  5  minutes? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  do  not  have  5  min¬ 
utes.  I  am  yielding  to  the  other  side  in 
conformity  with  the  wishes  of  the  senior 
minority  member  of  the  committee.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  BramblettI. 

Mr.  BRAMBLETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Phillips]  would  like  to 
have  at  this  time. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Will  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  make  note  of 
the  fact  that  no  one  as  yet  has  answered 
my  question;  that  this  wording  as  now 
in  the  bill  definitely  invades  the  theory 
of  marketing  agreements,  upon  which 
most  of  the  perishable  fruits  and  com¬ 
modities  have  built  their  protection.  I 
do  not  wish  to  take  the  time  from  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Wol¬ 
cott]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  repeat 
what  I  said.  It  may  not  be  satisfactory 
to  those  who  wanted  the  Magnuson 
amendment  adopted  in  full.  The  Mag¬ 
nuson  amendment  was  not  offered  or 
adopted  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  We 
did  the  best  we  could  by  modifying  the 
Magnuson  amendment,  and  brought 
back  that  which  we  thought  would  be 
satisfactory  to  everybody.  I  think  it  is 
clear  to  the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Do  you 
agree  or  disagree  with  this - 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  agree  to  ex¬ 
actly  what  this  amendment  says. 

I  quote  from  the  conference  report: 

The  effect  of  the  conference  amendment 
with  respect  to  such  subsection  (f)  is  to  make 
sure  that  future  international  agreements 
or  amendments  to  existing  International 
agreements  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of 
section  22  within  the  framework  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade. 

Mr.  FULTON.  May  I  again  repeat  my 
question  to  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  that  he  advise  us  specifically  whether 
the  new  section  22  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  or  the  Department  of  State,  or  dis¬ 
approved.  We  should  know  that. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  The  Department  of 
State  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
both  approved  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Wer- 

DEL], 


Mr.  WHRDEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
it  might  be  well  if  we  just  reviewed  as 
quickly  as  we  can  what  really  is  being 
discussed  here.  I  think  we  shall  then 
understand  why  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  Secretary  of  State  are  in 
agreement  upon  this  language  brought 
back  by  the  conference  committee. 

In  the  first  place,  the  law  as  it  now 
stands  prohibits  any  proclamation  that 
would  violate  a  treaty  or  other  agree¬ 
ment  entered  into.  The  Magnuson 
amendment  atempts  to  aid  the  farmers 
of  this  country  and  particularly  our  do¬ 
mestic  market  by  providing  the  reverse, 
that  no  treaty  can  be  renewed  or  entered 
into  in  violation  of  section  22. 

The  committee  has  come  back  with 
this  proposal:  That  the  act  as  it  now 
prohibits  any  proclamation  in  violation 
of  the  treaty.  Then  they  take  the  Mag¬ 
nuson  language  and  say,  that  those 
treaties  will  not  be  entered  into  except — 
and  I  think  this  is  important — that  they 
comply  with  the  full  extent  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade. 

For  many  years  the  farmers  of  this 
country  have  been  at  a  loss  to  know  what 
to  do  to  protect  themselves  because  these 
general  agreements  on  tariffs  and  trade 
have  been  writen  in  violation  of  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress  when  the  law  was 
passed.  If  we  now  pass  this  act  we  give 
a  blessing  to  a  violation  of  the  congres¬ 
sional  intent  in  the  past.  That  is  what 
we  do  when  we  pass  this  law;  that  is 
what  this  language  of  the  conference 
committee  does;  that  is  what  we  are 
asked  to  do  today.  Without  regard  to 
the  grounds  or  the  basis  of  the  gathering 
of  more  power  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
in  these  general  agreements  we  today, 
in  effect,  by  congressional  act  bless  it, 
say  it  is  good  for  the  future,  and  we  want 
it  for  all  time  to  come,  and  we  do  not 
want  the  Secretary  of  Agri6ulture  to  in¬ 
terfere. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Ellsworth]. 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
these  very  brief  2  minutes  I  would  like  to 
sum  up  the  legislative  situation  that  we 
face  here  at  this  time.  In  the  first  place, 
the  Commodity  Credit  bill  with  which  the 
conference  report  deals,  was  passed  by 
the  House,  and  the  so-called  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment,  of  course,  was  not  a 
part  of  it,  nor  was  that  principle  voted 
upon  in  the  House  when  the  bill  was  be¬ 
fore  us.  In  the  Senate  the  amendment 
we  have  referred  to  here  as  the  Mag- 
nuson-Morse  amendment  was  adopted. 

Subsection  (f )  of  section  22,  which  the 
amendment  would  replace  provides : 

No  proclamation  under  this  section — 

Referring  to  section  22 — 
shall  be  enforced  In  contravention  of  any 
treaty  or  of  the  International  agreements  to 
which  the  United  States  Is  or  hereafter  be¬ 
comes  a  party. 

The  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  re¬ 
verses  that  theory  and  recites  this : 

No  International  agreement  hereafter  shall 
be  entered  Into  by  the  United  States,  or  re¬ 
newed,  extended,  or  allowed  to  extend  beyond 
Its  permissible  termination  date  In  contro¬ 
version  of  this  section — 

A  reversal  of  the  principle.  But  the 
conferees  ignoring  both  principles  came 


in  with  a  completely  different  concept, 
which  in  my  opinion,  at  least,  went  out¬ 
side  of  what  was  intended  by  either  the 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment  or  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  section  22  as  it  now  reads.  They 
add  a  new  thought  as  pointed  out  by  the 
previous  speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Werdel],  the  new  princi¬ 
ple  being  the  negation  of  section  22  by 
subordinating  that  section  to  the  terms 
of  article  2  of  what  is  called  GATT,  or 
the  general  agreements  on  tariffs  and 
trade.  Under  these  conditions,  without 
the  House  committee’s  having  had  any 
hearings  on  the  principle  involved  in  this 
conference  agreement,  when  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  agreement  is  not  in 
accordance  with  either  the  terms  of  the 
present  law  or  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment,  and  when  it  is  a  very  com¬ 
plicated  matter  in  itself  and  naturally 
goes  beyond  anything  that  has  been  done 
by  either  House,  it  seems  to  me  the  logi¬ 
cal  thing  for  this  body  to  do  today  would 
be  to  send  this  bill  back  to  conference 
by  rejecting  this  report. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Holmes]. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  use  this  time  to  ask  the  chairman 
another  question,  if  I  may,  along  this 
line;  If  the  language  is  adopted  as  now 
written,  it  would  result  in  a  congres¬ 
sional  ratification  of  the  limitations  on 
section  22  now  contained  in  the  general 
agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade,  would 
it  not? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  What  limitations? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  The  limitations  in  sec¬ 
tion.  22  involving  permissive  action  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  What  are  the  specific 
limitations? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Those  limitations  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  of  a 
permissive  nature  to  invoke  if  he  sees 
fit  the  handling  of  the  quotas  and  the 
amounts  of  imports  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  that  are  in  competition  with 
surpluses  in  this  country. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  do  not  know  just 
what  the  gentleman  has  in  mind.  I  do 
not  think  he  would  have  that  authority 
in  contravention  of  agreements  that 
have  been  made  by  our  Government. 
He  certainly  would  be  bound  by  those 
agreements.  We  are  bound  by  the 
agreements.  We  merely  provide  here 
that  in  the  future  no  agreement  shall 
be  made  that  will  interfere  with  the  car¬ 
rying  out  of  the  tariff  policy  of  the 
United  States.  I  do  not  think  we  can 
pass  any  act  here  that  would  give  any 
agency  of  the  Government  authority  to 
override  the  agreements  we  make  with 
other  nations  as  long  as  those  agree¬ 
ments  are  in  effect.  I  think  this  liberal¬ 
izes  section  22. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  I  feel  sure  it  would 
mean  approval  of  the  limitations  on  sec¬ 
tion  22. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Thomas).  The  time  of  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Hays], 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  should  keep  in  mind  the  thing  that 
.  has  been  high-lighted  by  the  gentleman 
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from  Georgia  [Mr.  Brown],  that  we  are 
bringing  back  in  substance  the  bill  that 
was  passed  by  the  House.  I  think,  too, 
that  we  should  recall  that  many  agricul¬ 
tural  leaders  familiar  with  the  problem 
are  urging  the  increase  in  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  carry  on  its  program.  It  must 
not  be  jeopardized.  It  would  be  jeo¬ 
pardized  by  the  defeat  of  this  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

Furthermore,  I  want  to  endorse,  as  one 
of  the  conferees,  what  was  so  well  stated 
by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Wolcott]  to  the  effect  that  hereafter  it 
Is  obviously  the  purpose  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  to  say  to  the  President,  and  it  con¬ 
stitutes  a  mandate,  that  no  agreement  be 
entered  into  if  in  violation  of  section  22. 
We  have  strengthened  section  22. 
Agreements  cannot  be  made  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  that  are  not  made  in  contemplation 
of  the  content  and  the  spirit  and  the 
basic  principles  of  section  22.  To  that 
extent  I  think  it  represents  a  break  with 
the  past.  ! 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 

y»oc 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Ml’.  Horan], 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  certainly 
cannot  agree  with  my  friend  from 
Ai’kansas  that  we  have  strengthened 
section  22.  We  have  a  conflict  here. 
We  have  the  general  agreements  on 
tariff  and  trade  where  the  Secretary  of 
State  is  dominantly  interested,  and  we 
have  section  22  where  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  should  be  dominant. 

The  action  of  this  subcommittee  puts 
the  Secretary  of  State,  in  my  opinion, 
in  a  more  prominent  position  than  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Yet  this  aft¬ 
ernoon  we  are  adding  $2,000,000  to  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  take  care  of  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  crops. 

I  would  also  like  to  add  for  the  Record 
that  we  passed  a  commodity-credit  au¬ 
thorization  bill  on  March  27.  A  meet¬ 
ing  was  held  over  at  the  other  side  of 
the  Capitol  at  which,  in  accordance  with 
the  understanding,  representatives  of  the 
State  Department  met  on  March  27  the 
staff  members  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  and  the  Senate  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  and  members  from 
the  office  of  the  Senate  Legislative 
Counsel.  There  is  where  section  (f)  as 
now  substituted  for  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  was  drawn  up,  and  it  is  hung 
on  what  should  be  an  agricultural  bill. 
If  any  legislation  should  be  recommitted 
to  the  committee  for  further  hearings, 
this  is  it. 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  term  “strengthening  the  bill”  means 
it  strengthens  the  bill  in  favor  of  the 
State  Department  over  agricultural 
products? 

Mr.  HORAN.  Absolutely;  it  endorses 
GATT  completely.  The  members  of  the 
four  committees,  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency,  and  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Affairs,  are  vitally  interested  in  this, 
and  yet  here  we  are  writing  this  vital 
legislatioo  in  sorry  haste. 


Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RICH.  Is  it  not  a  fact  also  that 
under  these  reciprocal-trade  agreements 
the  President  has  the  power  to  reduce 
them  and  he  can  handle  this  affair  to 
suit  himself  and  we  will  have  to  take  just 
what  comes  to  us  from  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  regardless  of  what  this  bill  calls 
for? 

Mr.  HORAN.  Yes;  even  eggs  from 
Communist  China. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
has  expired. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Patman]. 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  certain  statements 
and  excerpts.) 

BILL  VITAL  TO  FARMERS 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  leg¬ 
islation  is  vital  to  the  farmers.  It  con¬ 
tains  an  authorization  for  $2,000,000,000 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to 
help  the  farmers.  It  is  based  upon  the 
theory  that  to  help  the  farmers,  the  en¬ 
tire  country,  and  the  entire  economy 
will  be  helped.  And,  I  believe  that  it  will. 
We  were  convinced,  as  conferees,  that  the 
Pi’esident  would  veto  the  bill  if  the  Mag- 
nuson  amendment  was  kept  in  the  bill. 
We  were  convinced  of  that,  and  being 
convinced  that  we  could  not  get  by 
with  it  without  a  veto,  and  realizing  the 
urgency  and  the  need  for  this  legislation 
to  help  the  farmers,  we  then  decided  to 
write  a  different  amendment,  and  the 
amendment  written,  I  believe,  will  meet 
with  the  approval  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  and  I  believe  he  will  ap¬ 
prove  this  bill. 

There  was  one  other  situation  last 
year  concerning  potatoes  that  really 
caused  the  adoption  of  this  amendment 
in  the  Senate,  and  when  we  analyze  the 
allegation  that  was  made  about  the  po¬ 
tato  program,  it  is  not  of  any  great  sig¬ 
nificance;  it  does  not  amount  to  any¬ 
thing  in  the  world.  The  charge  was  that 
we  were  permitting  the  importation  of 
potatoes  from  Canada  into  our  country 
where  we  had  a  support  program,  and, 
where  they  could  get  a  higher  price  for 
their  potatoes  than  they  could  get  in 
Canada,  and  they  were  exporting  them. 
That  sounded  awfully  bad.  It  is  true, 
absolutely  true,  that  some  potatoes  were 
imported,  but  they  were  imported  from 
the  provinces  in  eastern  Canada  by  the 
growers  of  potatoes  who  normally,  in 
fact,  always,  invariably  marketed  their 
potatoes  in  the  United,  States.  They 
have  no  other  market  for  them.  So,  they 
did  last  year  just  exactly  what  they  have 
done  heretofore.  They  did  not  increase 
the  amount  of  imports  at  all;  they  only 
amounted  to  9,000,000  bushels  out  of  a 
crop  of  400,000,000  bushels  in  the  United 
States,  and  at  the  same  time  over  on 
the  western  part  of  the  United  States  we 
were  exporting  potatoes  to  Canada.  It 
Is  true  that  we  did  not  export  as  many 
as  we  imported  on  the  eastern  seaboard, 
but  the  difference  was  not  great.  It  was 
a  matter  of  minor  importance,  and  that 
one  thing  caused  the  Magnuson  amend¬ 


ment  to  be  adopted  more  than  any  other 
one  thing  I  am  told. 

LET  CONSUMERS  BENEFIT 

May  I  say  one  word  here  about  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Rich],  who,  a  while  ago — and  I  hope  he 
listens  to  me — made  a  significant  state¬ 
ment.  He  said,  “Why  do  we  not  let  the 
prices  of  these  perishable  products  go 
down  when  we  have  a  surplus,  and  let 
the  consumers  of  the  country  get  the 
benefit  of  that  lower  price?”  The  gen¬ 
tleman  made  that  statement,  if  I  under¬ 
stood  him  correctly,  and  I  agree  with 
him  100  percent.  That  is  exactly  what 
we  should  do,  and  that  is  what  the  Bran- 
nan  plan  proposes;  that  is  exactly  what 
the  Brannan  plan  proposes,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  a  lot  of  people  will  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  a  little  further  about  the 
so-called  Magnuson  amendment  and  the 
amendment  adopted  by  the  conferees. 
Am  I  to  understand  that  the  Magnuson 
amendment  is  strengthened  or  weak¬ 
ened  by  the  action  taken  by  the  con¬ 
ferees? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  It  all  depends  on  the 
way  you  look  at  it.  Under  the  Magnuson 
amendment  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  have  complete  control.  He  would 
file  a  complaint,  he  would  hear  the  tes¬ 
timony,  he  would  be  the  judge  and  the 
jury  and  the  executioner.  He  would  be 
everything.  It  would  be  unfair.  So  un¬ 
der  the  Magnuson  amendment  as  amend¬ 
ed  by  this  committee  of  conference  we 
leave  it  up  to  a  bipartisan  board,  the 
ir  Tariff  Commission,  to  decide.  Would  not 
the  gentleman  rather  have  a  bipartisan 
board  composed  of  both  Democrats  and 
Republicans  decide  an  important  issue 
like  that,  rather  than  have  a  member  of 
the  President’s  Cabinet  have  complete 
and  full  control  and  charge?  That  is  the 
question  involved  here. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Will  the  gentleman  try 
to  answer  this  one  for  me,  so  that  I  may 
get  something  definite?  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  can  answer  it.  Under  your 
language  as  opposed  to  the  Magnuson 
amendment,  which  would  be  more  effec¬ 
tive  in  stopping  the  dumping  of  the^S 
foreign  products  over  here? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  do  not  know  that  you 
would  want  to  stop  them  entirely  from 
Canada.  That  is  one  reason  we  changed 
this,  after  we  were  convinced  the  Presi¬ 
dent  would  veto  the  bill. 

Mr.  COLMER.  I  mean  those  things 
on  which  we  do  want  to  stop  dumping. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Canada  is  our  best  cus¬ 
tomer.  If  we  stop  the  importation  of 
9,000,000  bushels  of  potatoes  a  year,  they 
could  ruin  us  on  25  or  a  thousand  other 
things. 

CRITICISM  OF  SECRETARY  BRANNAN  ANSWERED 

There  was  a  meeting  held  at  St.  Paul, 
Minn.,  on  April  3, 1950,  of  Production  and 
Marketing  personnel  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Secretary  Charles  Bran¬ 
nan  addressed  this  meeting.  He  has  been 
criticized  for  permitting  the  committee¬ 
men  who  attended  this  meeting  to  be 
paid. 
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In  a  letter  to  the  Comptroller  General, 
the  Honorable  Lindsay  C.  Warren,  Sec¬ 
retary  Brannan  answers  these  charges, 
and  I  believe  his  answer  is  full  and  com¬ 
plete,  should  end  the  controversy  and 
stop  the  false  allegations. 

The  letter  to  Mr.  Warren  is  as  follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

June  1,  1950. 

Hon.  Lindsay  C.  Warren, 

Comptroller  General. 

Dear  Mr.  Warren:  I  appreciate  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  you  have  given  me  to  outline  the  na¬ 
ture  and  circumstances  of  the  meeting  of 
Production  and  Marketing  personnel  held  at 
St.  Paul,  Minn.,  on  April  3  and  4,  1950,  which 
I  addressed  and  about  which  there  has  been 
some  criticism  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

First,  something  about  the  character  of  the 
meeting.  This  was  an  ordinary  staff  meeting 
of  the  same  type  and  purpose  as  many  others 
held  by  this  agency  and  other  agencies  and 
bureaus  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
many  years,  and,  I  am  confident,  held  by 
many  other  agencies  of  Government  from 
time  to  time.  There  were  about  2,322  Pro¬ 
duction  and  Marketing  Administration  com¬ 
mitteemen  at  the  meeting.  Of  this  number, 
about  245  were  county  committeemen  and 
about  2,077  were  community  committeemen. 
The  per  diem  and  travel  expenses  of  the 
county  committeemen  amounts  to  approxi¬ 
mately  $8,100.  The  per  diem  and  travel  costs 
of  the  attending  community  committeemen 
amounts  to  approximately  $34,000.  If  I  un¬ 
derstand  Senator  Aiken's  stateSaents  cor¬ 
rectly,  he  objects  only  to  the  presence  at  the 
meeting  of  the  community  committeemen. 
It  Is  clear  from  the  following  excerpt  from 
the  record  that  Senator  Aiken  does  not  object 
to  the  presence  of  the  county  committeemen 
at  this  meeting: 

“On  April  3  and  4  the  county  committee¬ 
men  of  the  Production  and  Marketing  Ad¬ 
ministration  for  the  State  of  Minnesota  met 
In  St.  Paul.  This  was  an  annual  meeting,  a 
perfectly  proper  meeting  called  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  developing  an  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  for  1951. 

“These  programs  have  generally  been  ben¬ 
eficial  to  each  of  the  48  States  and  to  the 
national  agricultural  economy. 

“The  2-day  meeting  of  the  county  com¬ 
mitteemen  at  St.  Paul  was  for  a  perfectly 
logical  and  legitimate  purpose. 

“However,  Mr.  President,  an  Incident  con¬ 
nected  with  this  meeting  was.  In  my  opinion, 
neither  logical  nor  legitimate”  (Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  April  11,  pp.  5108,  5109.) 

The  farmer  committeemen  carry  out  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Congress  and 
which  are  assigned  to  the  Production  and 
Marketing  Administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  It  is  undoubtedly  the 
most  efficient  and  least  costly  means  of  ac¬ 
complishing  the  task.  Please  note  that  the 
county  committeemen  and  the  community 
committeemen  do  Identical  types  of  work. 
Only  the  geographic  area  of  responsibility  is 
different,  although  the  county  committee¬ 
men  act  in  a  somewhat  supervisory  capacity 
over  the  community  committeemen.  Both 
county  and  community  committeemen  re¬ 
ceive  the  same  scale  of  remuneration,  paid 
from  the  same  sources  and  for  the  same  types 
of  service. 

Section  7  (b)  of  the  Soli  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
provides  as  follows: 

“The  Secretary  (of  Agriculture)  shall  des¬ 
ignate  local  administrative  areas  (communi¬ 
ties  or  townships )  as  units  of  administration 
of  programs  under  this  section.  No  such 
local  area  shall  Include  more  than  one  county 
or  parts  of  different  counties.  Farmers  with¬ 
in  any  such  local  administrative  area,  and 
participating  or  cooperating  in  programs  ad¬ 


ministered  within  such  area,  shall  elect  an¬ 
nually  from  among  their  number  a  local 
committee  of  not  more  than  three  members 
for  such  area  and  shall  also  elect  annually 
from  among  their  number  a  delegate  to  a 
county  convention  for  the  election  of  a  coun¬ 
ty  committee.  The  delegates  from  the  vari¬ 
ous  local  areas  in  the  county  shall,  in  a 
county  convention,  elect,  annually,  the 
county  committee  for  the  county  which  shall 
consist  of  three  members  who  are  farmers  in 
the  county.  The  local  committee  shall  se¬ 
lect  a  secretary  and  may  utilize  the  county 
agricultural  extension  agent.” 

In  accordance  with  this  provision  of  the 
law,  annual  and  nonpartisan  elections  are 
held  in  each  agricultural  community  in  the 
United  States.  In  1949  elections  were  held 
in  29,106  communities  and  that  many  com¬ 
munity  committees  were  elected  with  about 
87,000  committee  members.  These  commit¬ 
teemen  are  charged  with  the  responsibility 
of  administering  the  PMA  programs  in  their 
communities  for  1960.  They  do  not  receive 
a  fixed  salary  for  their  services  but  do  receive 
a  daily  wage  and  travel  expenses.  This  is 
an  important  variance  from  the  status  of  the 
usual  Federal  employee,  who  when  in  travel 
status  receives  his  salary  plus  a  travel  per 
diem,  plus  railroad  fare  or  care  mileage. 

In  administering  the  PMA  programs  for 
the  fiscal  year  1948-49,  community  commit¬ 
teemen  were  paid  an  average  of  $6,30  per 
day  for  an  average  of  6.5  days  spent  in  carry¬ 
ing  on  PMA  program  work.  The  balance  of 
the  time  which  they  devoted  to  program  work 
was  performed  without  remuneration  from 
any  Government  sources  whatsoever.  Nearly 
all  committeemen  spend  considerably  more 
of  their  time  in  program  work  for  which  they 
receive  no  compensation.  They  are  working 
for  improved  conditions  for  agriculture  and 
for  the  Nation  and  their  remuneration  comes 
from  the  satisfaction  in  this  service. 

County  committeemen  received  an  average 
of  $6.90  per  day  for  an  average  of  44.1  days’ 
work  on  the  programs  during  the  same  fiscal 
year  1948-49.  They,  too,  work  many  more 
days  than  they  are  compensated  for. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  committeemen 
would  receive  approximately  the  same 
amount  of  money  throughout  the  year  for 
work  done  whether  or  not  they  made  this  trip 
to  St.  Paul.  There  is  just  so  much  money 
available  for  the  reimbursement  of  commu¬ 
nity  committeemen  and  when  that  sum  is 
used  up  they  continue  to  work  thereafter 
without  remuneration.  The  inmplication 
that  representative  American  famers  could 
be  bribed  or  induced  to  attend  a  meeting  by 
the  offer^of  $8  per  day  plus  5  cents  a  mile 
for  travel  is  unthinkable,  unwarranted,  and 
unjust  to  American  farmers. 

All  of  these  committeemen  are  elected  to 
their  positions  annually  and,  although  many 
are  reelected  year  after  year,  it  is  necessary 
to  carry  on  a  program  of  training  in  order 
that  the  new  members  may  be  acquainted 
with  their  duties  and  both  the  new  mem¬ 
bers  and  the  old  members  acquainted  with 
the  changes  in  the  programs  as  those  changes 
are  authorized  from  time  to  time  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  established  by  the  Secretary. 

Conferences  for  the  purpose  of  training 
and  instructing  new  committeemen  occur 
annually  throughout  the  entire  United  States. 
Some  of  these  conferences  are  held  in  smaller 
groups  at  various  places  throughout  the  State 
with  the  State  committee  people  traveling  to 
these  various  meetings.  The  method  of  in¬ 
struction  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  State 
committee  people,  many  of  whom  find  it  de¬ 
sirable  to  bring  the  committeemen  together 
once  a  year  for  a  general  discussion  of  pro¬ 
grams. 

The  conferences  are  carefully  planned  and 
are  hard-working  affairs.  The  farmer  com¬ 
mitteemen  who  attend  receive  appreciable 
benefit  from  the  straight  program  training 
and  instruction  which  is  made  available  to 
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them.  It  has  also  been  found  that  in  the 
conduct  of  these  conferences  a  very  useful 
purpose  can  be  served  by  providing  commit¬ 
teemen  with  the  opportunity  to  hear  first¬ 
hand  the  views  of  some  of  the  leading  agri¬ 
culturalists  in  the  country.  This  has  led  to 
the  general  practice  of  inviting  well-known 
and  accepted  agricultural  leaders  to  partici¬ 
pate  on  conference  programs.  For  example, 
the  principal  speaker  at  the  Vermont  State 
PMA  conference  this  year  was  Senator  George 
D.  Aiken.  The  North  Carolina  State  PMA 
conference  this  year  invited  Senator  Clyde 
R.  Hoey  as  its  main  speaker.  Senator  Spes- 
sard  L.  Holland  spoke  at  the  Florida  State 
PMA  conference.  It  has  been  a  generally 
accepted  practice  when  time  would  permit 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  attend 
one  or  more  of  these  State  conferences 
throughout  the  year.  Each  of  the  two  pre¬ 
ceding  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  had  spoken 
at  an  identical  type  of  meeting  in  Minnesota 
and  at  many  other  such  meetings  in  other 
States. 

The  two  Senators  from  Minnesota  were  in¬ 
vited  to  attend  this  meeting.  Senator  Ed¬ 
ward  J.  Thye  did  not  attend.  The  invita¬ 
tion  to  him  and  his  reply  are  attached. 
Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey  did  appear  on 
the  program. 

In  1948  the  then  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Clinton  P.  Anderson  was  the  principal 
speaker  and  discussed  existing  and  proposed 
farm  legislation. 

The  same  kind  of  an  invitation  or  notice 
of  Mr.  Anderson’s  expected  attendance  at  the 
meeting  was  issued  in  which  attention  of 
the  committeemen  was  called  to  the  fact 
that  per  diem  and  travel  would  be  allowed. 

So  that  you  may  judge  the  character  of  the 
remarks  made  by  me  during  the  session,  I 
have  supplied  you  with  a  transcript  of  a  re¬ 
cording  taken  at  the  meeting.  I  also  have  a 
recording  for  your  use  if  you  care  to  check 
against  the  written  transcript.  I  especially 
invite  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  this 
was  a  discussion  of  the  farm  problem.  No 
reference  was  made  to  a  political  party  or  to  a 
political  candidate  (unless  Allan  Kline  is  now 
a  political  candidate).  The ■  listeners  were 
not  exhorted  to  vote  in  one  fashion  or  an¬ 
other  on  any  issue  whatsoever:  in  fact,  the 
question  of  voting  is  not  mentioned  specifi¬ 
cally  or  by  innuendo. 

Without  respect  to  the  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  such  meetings  are  sound  ad¬ 
ministration  or  are  authorized  by  law — my 
views  on  these  two  points  being  very  clear 
that  they  are  both  wise  and  lawful — I  be¬ 
lieve  these  conclusions  are  inescapable: 

First,  the  community  committeemen  who 
attended  this  meeting  will  have  received  at 
the  end  of  the  year  no  more  money  than  if 
they  had  not  attended  this  meeting.  Ap¬ 
proximately  so  much  money  is  available  each 
year  for  administrative  costs  and  when 
these  funds  are  exhausted,  the  farmers  con¬ 
tinue  their  work  without  remuneration. 
They  would  have  earned  this  money  before 
the  year  was  out  in  some  other  fashion. 

Second,  there  is  nothing  about  the  con¬ 
vening  or  conduct  of  this  meeting  which  is 
in  any  wise  different  from  many  other  meet¬ 
ings  which  have  been  held  this  year  and  in 
previous  years  throughout  the  country  by 
this  and  many  other  agencies  of  government. 

Third,  there  is  nothing  different  about  this 
meeting  than  previous  meetings  held  in  this 
State,  even  Including  the  nature,  phraseology 
and  character  Of  the  notice  or  invitation  sent 
to  the  community  committeemen. 

Fourth,  community  committeemen  and 
county  committeemen  are  engaged  in  the 
very  same  type  of  program  and,  therefore,  if, 
as  it  is  already  acknowledged,  this  meeting 
was  perfectly  proper  as  far  as  county  com¬ 
mitteemen  are  concerned,  it  very  logically 
follows  that  it  was  equally  proper  as  far  as 
community  committeemen  are  concerned. 
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Fifth,  the  fact  that  Senator  Homphret 
addressed  this  meeting  In  political  terms 
cannot  be  charged  to  those  who  organized 
the  meeting  or  to  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  Senator  Thye,  a  member  of  the  op¬ 
posite  party,  was  invited  and  could  have 
spoken  as  vehemently  on  the  other  side  of 
the  same  Issues  if  he  had  chosen  to  do  so.  I 
do  not  believe  it  wise  to  exclude  members 
of  Congress  from  these  meetings  and  I  as¬ 
sume  that  Senator  Aiken  agrees  for  he  has 
availed  himself  of  such  opportunity  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  date  he  took  exception  to  the 
St.  Paul  meeting. 

Obviously,  if  there  is  any  additional  infor¬ 
mation  which  we  can  supply  to  you  with 
regard  to  this  matter,  we  shall  be  pleased 
to  do  so. 

Yours  truly, 

Charles  F.  Brannan,  Secretary. 

FARM  PROSPERITY  CAUSES  NATION'S  PROSPERITY 

AND  ENCOURAGEMENT  OF  HOME  AND  FARM 

OWNERSHIP 

If  anyone  believes  that  our  Govern¬ 
ment  is  going  in  the  direction  of  social¬ 
ism  or  communism,  he  will  be  greatly 
disappointed  in  what  the  president  of 
the  National  Association  of  Real  Estate 
Boards  has  had  to  say. 

The  president  of  this  organization,  Mr. 
Robert  P.  Gerholz,  predicts  that  three 
out  of  four  families  in  the  United  States . 
will  own  homes.  He  says  that  a  major¬ 
ity  of  the  people  own  their  own  homes 
now.  Socialism  or  communism  would 
cause  the  people  to  divide  what  they 
have  with  others  who  do  not  have  any¬ 
thing.  As  long  as  people  are  home  own¬ 
ers,  they  are  not  going  to  be  Socialists 
or  Communists  because  they  are  not 
willing  to  divide  their  homes. 

More  people  own  their  homes  and 
farms  today  than  ever  before  in  his¬ 
tory.  More  people  own  their  automo¬ 
biles  and  personal  property  of  all  kinds 
than  ever  before  in  all  history,  so  the 
trend  is  not  toward  socialism,  it  is  in 
the  opposite  direction. 

Mr.  Gerholz  says  that  home  owner¬ 
ship  in  the  United  States  declined 
steadily  from  1890  to  1940,  but  since  the 
war  this  trend  has  been  dramatically 
reversed.  Therefore,  the  time  in  our 
country  when  socialism  was  probably 
stronger  than  at  any  other  time  was 
from  1890  to  1940. 

I  am  inserting  herewith  a  statement 
concerning  this  important  subject  that 
appeared  in  the  Washington  Post  Sun¬ 
day,  June  18,  1950.  It  is  as  follows: 

An  expanding  market — growing  with  a 
rising  standard  of  living — will  make  home 
owners  of  three-fourths  of  American  families. 

This  Is  the  prediction  of  Robert  P.  Ger¬ 
holz,  president  of  the  National  Association 
of  Real  Estate  Boards.  In  making  It,  he 
urged  the  housing  industry  to  “move  into 
the  unreached  market  of  45  percent  of  Amer¬ 
ican  families.’’ 

The  potential  market  by  1956,  according  to 
the  official.  Is  for  12,000,000  new  homes. 
Even  now,  he  observed,  a  majority  of  Amer¬ 
ican  families  are  home  owners  for  the  first 
time  on  record. 

Writing  in  the  current  issue  of  NAREB’s 
news  letter,  Gerholz  viewed  optimistically 
the  outlook  for  home  ownership  over  the 
Nation. 

“Public  taste  and  esteem  for  home  owner¬ 
ship  is  at  a  new  high,’’  he  declared.  “We 
should  never  forget  that  the  proportion  of 
American  families  who  owned  their  homes 
was  in  almost  steady  decline  from  1890  to 
1940.  Since  the  war  this  trend  has  been 
dramatically  reversed.’’ 


As  factors  contributing  to  Increased  home 
ownership,  he  named; 

1.  General  economic  expansion,  which  has 
made  home  ownership  possible  for  many 
families  who  were  unable  to  reach  it  in  the 
prewar  era. 

2.  The  amortized  insured  mortgage,  which 
has  been  an  Important  factor. 

3.  Increased  use  of  automobiles,  which  has 
made  suburban  neighborhoods  of  modestly 
priced  homes  more  accessible  to  work  centers. 

Right  now.  Gerholz  asserted,  home  owner¬ 
ship  is  at  the  highest  level  ever.  He  noted 
that  an  increase  of  6,000,000  home  owners 
occurred  between  1940  and  1947 — a  gain  of 
40  percent. 

“This  pickup  in  home  ownership  Is  sound,” 
he  said.  “Fifty-seven  percent  of  all  home 
owners  are  free  and  clear  of  mortgages.  Sev¬ 
enty  percent  of  our  farms  are  free  and  clear. 
Equities  generally  are  sounder,  with  carry¬ 
ing  charges  that  require  a  smaller  proportion 
of  the  family  budget  than  was  the  case  in 
the  prewar  era.” 

Home  values,  the  official  wrote,  are  good. 
He  cited  a  recent  NAREB  survey  which  found 
that  about  half  of  all  new  home  production 
is  in  the  $8,000  and  under  price  range. 

Average  selling  prices  of  all  houses — ^new 
and  used — have  been  reported  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  Board  at  around  $7,000,  he  said. 
Prices  paid  by  veterans  for  homes  bought 
under  the  GI  bill  average  well  under  $7,000. 

Gerholz  said  that  the  housing  Industry 
has  broken  all  past  building  records  and  is 
well  on  the  way  to  do  it  again  this  year.  The 
number  of  new  homes  put  under  construc¬ 
tion  this  year  is  53  percent  greater  than  in 
the  same  period  of  1949,  he  reported. 

Will  this  building  pace  continue? 

In  1949,  he  said,  a  Government  survey 
showed  that  there  was  still  an  unmet  market 
for  7,000,000  homes  in  the  next  5  years.  If 
we  add  to  this  the  number  of  families  who 
say  they  might  buy  a  house  by  1956,  the  po¬ 
tential  5-year  market  is  for  12,000,000  homes. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Colmer]. 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
just  interrogated  my  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Patman],  in  an 
effort  to  get  his  valued  opinion  as  to  the 
merits  of  the  conferees’  substitute  for  the 
so-called  Magnuson  amendment. 

I  regret  exceedingly  that  his  time  and 
all  time  is  so  limited  that  I  could  not 
follow  that  colloquy  further.  For,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  convinced  from  the 
meager  oportunity  that  I  have  had  to 
study  the  conferees’  substitute  that  it 
will  not  prove  as  effective  as  the  Mag¬ 
nuson  amendment  in  the  goal  sought  of 
protecting  our  American  agricultural  in¬ 
terests  against  the  importation  of  for¬ 
eign  products. 

Frankly,  I  have  never  felt  that  the 
Magnuson  amendment  went  far  enough 
in  attaining  this  goal.  It  was  permissive 
and  placed  too  much  discretionary  pow¬ 
er  in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  rather 
than  mandatorily  providing  the  ma¬ 
chinery  to  protect  our  American  grow¬ 
ers;  but  now  it  appears  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  have  so  weakened  the  already 
weakened  Senate  provision  that  the 
American  farmer  can  expect  little  pro¬ 
tection  from  this  legislation  if  and  when 
it  becomes  the  law. 

The  American  producer  of  agricultural 
products  should  have  some  real  protec¬ 
tion  from  similar  products  produced  In 
countries  with  comparatively  low  stand¬ 
ards  of  living.  Certainly,  he  has  a  right 
to  expect  that  consideration  for  the  do¬ 


JUNE  20 

mestic  market.  To  Illustrate:  We  have 
in  my  section  of  this  country  an  Infant 
tung-oil  industry.  Tung  oil  is  essential 
to  our  national  defense,  as  well  as  for 
domestic  uses.  The  development  of  this 
industry  in  this  country  has  been  accen¬ 
tuated  for  national-defense  purposes 
particularly  since  World  War  I  when  the 
foreign  supply  was  cut  off  and  it  proved 
a  great  boon  during  World  War  II. 
This  House,  realizing  this,  last  year 
passed  my  bill,  H.  R.  29,  for  a  mandatory 
support  price  on  tung  oil.  That  pro¬ 
vision  was  subsequently  adopted  in  the 
Senate  in  the  over-all  agricultural  bill, 
and  is  now  the  law  of  the  land.  But  not¬ 
withstanding  that  the  Secretary  must 
support  tung  oil  at  approximately  23 
cents  per  pound  the  importers  and  brok¬ 
ers,  who  are  more  interested  in  fees  than 
in  the  domestic  economy,  so  manipulate 
the  market  with  the  importation  of  for¬ 
eign — ^principally  Chinese — oil  that  they 
are  able  to  undersell  the  domestic  grow¬ 
ers  because  these  Chinese  and  other  for¬ 
eign  oils  are  produced  with  cheap  coolie 
and  Indian  labor. 

Realizing  the  importance  of  this  in¬ 
dustry  and  out  of  a  desire  to  protect  my 
American  growers,  more  than  5  years 
ago,  I  introduced  a  bill,  which  is  still 
pending  before  the  Congress,  to  provide 
for  a  duty  of  5  cents  per  pound  on  this 
Imported  oil.  I  have  been  unable  to 
get  favorable  action  on  this  proposed 
legislation  because  of  the  foreign  policy 
with  reference  to  foreign  trade. 

Of  course,  we  all  believe,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  it  is  necessary  to  help  our  foreign 
allies  in  the  fight  against  communism 
in  this  troubled  world;  but  it  certainly 
does  not  make  sense  for  us  to  fight  com¬ 
munism  with  one  hand  and  to  help  it 
with  the  other.  In  this  particular  case 
of  tung  oil  that  is  exactly  what  we  are 
doing  under  the  present  policy. 

We  are,  in  effect,  assisting  Communists 
in  China  in  their  effort  to  take  over  the 
great  Chinese  nation  by  permitting  them 
to  ship  this  cheaply  produced  and  in¬ 
ferior  grade  of  oil  into  this  country  to 
undersell  our  American  growers.  At  the 
same  time  we  are  also  threatening  an 
industry  built  up  largely  because  of  our 
Rational  defense  needs  without  which 
we  would  be  at  the  mercy  of  the  Com¬ 
munists  in  the  event  of  another  war. 
More  than  that,  we  are  asking  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayer  through  this  support  pro¬ 
gram  to  subsidize  the  Chinese  Commu¬ 
nists.  No,  it  just  simply  does  not  make 
sense.  Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re¬ 
gret  very  much  that  the  conferees  have 
seen  fit  to  weaken  rather  than  to 
strengthen  the  so-called  Magnuson 
amendment.  And,  while  I  dislike  very 
much  to  vote  against  this  bill  increasing 
the  Commodity  Credit  capital,  I  find  it 
very  difficult  because  of  this  action  to 
go  along  with  this  legislation. 

(Mr.  COLMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  remainder  of  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  dealing  today 
with  an  instrumentality  that  has  done 
more  for  agriculture  than  any  other 
agency  of  the  Government.  In  1933  when 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  was 
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set  up  by  law,  wheat  was  about  30  cents, 
corn  about  20  cents,  cotton  about  6  cents, 
and  tobacco  about  5  cents.  It  has  given  a 
stability  to  the  farming  industry  that  it 
otherwise  could  not  have  had.  It  has 
given  an  incentive  to  the  farmers  to  stay 
on  the  farm  and  produce  the  necessary 
crops. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
spoke  of  the  injury  he  thought  this  act 
would  do  to  labor  by  increasing  the  price 
of  farm  products.  I  have  never  seen 
labor  prosperous  unless  agriculture  was 
prosperous.  Prosperity  does  not  become 
spotty  in  the  United  States.  We  are 
either  all  prosperous  or  all  depressed. 
No  agency  has  done  more  to  create  this 
condition  than  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  , 

Are  you  goirig  to  destroy  the  usefulness 
of  this  corporation  which  needs  the 
money  we  are  giving  it  now,  the  borrow¬ 
ing  capacity,  by  discussing  these  tech¬ 
nical  questions  which  mean  so  little  when 
we  consider  the  over-all  purpose  and 
effect  of  the  legislation  and,  if  they  do 
not  meet  with  your  entire  approval,  send¬ 
ing  back  this  conference  report  and 
causing  further  delay?  The  purpose  of 
passing  this  act  was  to  give  to  agriculture 
the  support  they  needed  in  this  crop 
year.  We  failed  in  that  by  the  delay.  It 
is  essential  that  this  conference  repbrt 
be  passed  immediately,  so  that  the  bor¬ 
rowing  capacity  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  will  be  increased  by  $2,000,- 
000,000  in  order  that  they  can  carry  out 
the  functions  for  which  they  were 
created  and  which  are  essential  to  the 
stability  of  agriculture. 

We  have  not  done  anything  to  weaken 
section  22.  You  will  find  in  the  operation 
of  this  act  that  the  full  purpose  for  which 
it  was  created  will  be  carried  out.  We 
could  not  give  anybody  the  authority  to 
make  any  agreements  not  in  conformity 
with  international  trade  agreements. 

The  treaties  of  the  United  States  are 
the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  The  inter¬ 
national  agreements,  whether  they  are 
made  with  the  formality  of  a  treaty  or 
not,  pledge  the  faith  and  honor  of  the 
United  States.  We  have  to  carry  out  our 
international  agreements. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  the  House  will  ap¬ 
prove  of  this  conference  report  and  will 
give  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
the  opportunity  to  continue  to  function 
and  continue  to  render  the  services  it 
has  rendered  in  the  past  and  to  give  a 
stability  to  agriculture  which  it  other¬ 
wise  would  not  have;  to  give  an  assur¬ 
ance  to  the  farmer  that  he  will  obtain  a 
living  price  for  his  products  which  will 
keep  him  on  the  farm;  and  which  will 
give  this  basic  industry  an  assurance 
that  it  may  in  the  future  rely  upon  the 
support  it  has  had  in  the  past  and  give 
the  American  people  the  assurance  that 
the  farmer  will  still  produce. 

This  is  a  basic  industry,  an  industry 
upon  which  we  all  rely. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kentucky  has  expired.  All 
time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Javits)  there 
were — ayes  71,  noes  39. 
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Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  be  postponed  until 
tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  cannot  understand  why 
this  should  go  over  until  tomorrow, 
when  we  have  the  votes  here  now  to  de¬ 
feat  it,  and  we  should  defeat  it. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  simply  car¬ 
rying  out  an  agreement  made  with  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Sometimes  the  lead¬ 
ership  desires  to  accommodate  Members 
who  may  not  be  present  on  a  certain  day. 
I  assume  that  is  why  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  made  the  request. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad 
to  accommodate  the  majority  side,  and 
withdraw  the  point  of  order. 

The  Weaker  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  resignation  from  a  commit¬ 
tee: 

June  20,  1950. 

Hon.  Sam  RaySbrn, 

The  Speaker^ouse  of  Representatives, 
WashingtSfi,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  S:A^ker:  I  hereby  respect¬ 
fully  submit  my  resl»ation  as  a  member  of 
the  House  Commlttee^n  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency. 

Sincerely  yours, 

HuBfe  B.  Mitchell.  ; 


objecti9ih, 
ed.  / 


;oN 


The  SPEAKER.  Withi 
the  resignation  will  be  acce' 

There  was  no  objection. 

ELECTION  OF  MEMBER  TO  COMM: 

EDUCATION  AND  LABOR 

Mr.  DOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speak^^  iWer 
a  resolution  (H.  Res.  659)  and  *k  forits 
immediate  consideration.  / 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows:  / 

Resolved,  That  Hugh  B.  Mitc^ll,  of  Wash- 
ington,  be  and  he  is  hereby,  elated  a  member 
of  the  standing  Committee  if  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  Education  and  Labor. 

The  resolution  was  aAeed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsi^r  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

ELECTION  OF  MEMJ^R  TO  COMMITTEE 
ON  BANKING  And  CURRENCY  ' 

Mr.  DOUGHTCJIn.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  resolution  (H.  JRes.  660)  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  :^ad  as  follows: 

Resolved,  TJtat  Richard  Bolling,  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  be,  ana  he  Is  hereby,  elected  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  smnding  Committee  of  the  House 
‘  of  RepreseqKatlves  on  Banking  and  Currency. 

I 

The  raiolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

COMMITTEE  TO  INVESTIGATE  CAMPAIGN 
EXPENSES 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ball  up  House  Resolution  635  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 


t  The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
ilows: 

f  Resolved,  That  a  special  committee  of  five 
:  members  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of 
;;the  House  of  Representatives  to  investigate 
;  and  report  to  the  House  not  later  than  Janu- 
;  ary  3,  1951,  with  respect  to  the  following 
!  matters: 

;  1.  The  extent  and  nature  of  expenditures 

i  made  by  all  candidates  for  the  House  of 
f  Representatives  In  connection  with  their 
t  campaign  for  nomination  and  flection  to 
*  such  office. 

)  2.  The  amounts  subscribed,  contributed, 

or  expended,  and  the  value  of  services  ren¬ 
dered,  and  facilities  made  available  (includ¬ 
ing  personal  services,  use  of  ^vertlslng  space, 
radio  and  television  time,  ^Office  space,  mov¬ 
ing-picture  films,  and  automobile  and  other 
I  transportation  facilities  Vby  any  Individual, 
I  individuals,  or  group  of  individuals,  commlt- 
8  tee,  partnership,  corpojration,  or  labor  union, 
I  to  or  on  behalf  of  each  such  candidate  in 
I  connection  with  an/  such  campaign  or  for 
fthe  purpose  of  infl\lenclng  the  votes  cast  or 
j.  to  be  cast  at  any  convention  or  election  held 

iin  1950  to  which  a  candidate  for  the  House 
of  Representatives  is  to  be  nominated  or 
i  elected. 

3.  The  use  of  any  other  means  or  influence 
(including  thfe  promise  or  use  of  patronage) 
for  the  purpose  of  aiding  or  influencing  the 
nomination  or  election  of  any  such  candi¬ 
dates.  f 

4.  The  amounts,  if  any,  raised,  contributed, 
and  expended  by  any  individual,  individuals, 
or  group  of  Individuals,  committee,  partner¬ 
ship,  Corporation,  or  labor  union.  Including 
any  political  committee  thereof,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  any  such  election,  and  the  amounts 
received  by  any  political  committee  from 
arly  corporation,  labor  union,  individual,  in¬ 
dividuals,  or  group  of  individuals,  commlt- 
'tee,  or  partnership. 

5.  The  violations,  if  any,  of  the  following 
statutes  of  the  United  States: 

(a)  The  Federal  Corrupt  Practices  Act. 

(b)  The  act  of  August  2,  1939,  as  amended, 
relating  to  pernicious  political  activities, 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  Hatch  act. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  section  304,  Public 
Law  101,  Eightieth  Congress,  chapter  120, 
first  session,  referred  to  as  the  “Labor  Man¬ 
agement  Relations  Act,  1947.” 

(d)  Any  statute  or  legislative  act  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  the  State  within  which 
a  candidate  is  seeking  nomination  or  re- 
election  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
violation  of  which  Federal  or  State  statute, 
statutes,  would  affect  the  qualification  of 
a'8^ember  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
within  the  meaning  of  article  I,  section  5,  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

6.  ^ph  other  matters  relating  to  the  elec¬ 
tion  offllembers  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  in  l9&p>  and  the  campaigns  of  candidates 
in  connecCpn  therewith,  as  the  committee 
deems  to  be^^M  public  interest,  and  which  in 
its  opinion  wiCald  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  in  enactlrh;  remedial  legislation,  or  in 
deciding  any  contests  that  may  be  instituted 
involving  the  righCto  a  seat  in  the  House  of 
Representatives . 

7.  The  committee  isVuthorlzed  to  act  upon 
its  own  motion  and  upm  such  Information 
as  in  its  judgment  maV  be  reasonable  or 
reliable.  Ujxm  complalntW^Hg  made  to  the 
committee  under  oath,  by  any  person,  candi¬ 
date,  or  political  committeeVpettlng  forth 
allegations  as  to  facts  whicluv  under  this 
resolution,  it  would  be  the  duty  oTsaid  com¬ 
mittee  to  Investigate,  the  commnjtee  shall 
Investigate  such  charges  as  fully  as  though 
it  were  acting  upon  its  own  motion,  unless, 
after  a  hearing  upon  such  complaint,  the 
committee  shall  find  that  the  allegations  in 
such  complaint  are  immaterial  or  untrue. 
All  hearings  before  the  committee,  and  be- 
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ijhe  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon, 
le  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Bras- 
kamj^  D.  D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer 

Almighty  God,  whose  divine  sovereign¬ 
ty  and  aun^rity  we  cannot  doubt  or  dis¬ 
obey,  we  piUt  that  daily  we  may  faith¬ 
fully  and  fear^Ksly  seek  to  do  what  Thou 
dost  command. 

Show  us  howXve  may  enrich  and 
strengthen  our  nati^al  life  and  find  the 
secret  of  its  cohesi^  and  conquering 
power. 

Inspire  and  guide  our  Btaeaker  and  all 
the  Members  of  this  Con^tess  in  their 
deep  concern  for  the  honor  security 
of  our  democracy.  May  theytoerceive 
what  is  needful  and  devise  what  Bj^ight. 

,  Grant  that  we  may  fix  our  hopel^nd 
expectations  and  desires  not  on  uwfe 
material  prosperity  but  upon  tf 
achievement  of  spiritual  greatness. 

Hear  us  in  the  name  of  the  Christ. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 

MESSAGE  PROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  House  by  Mr.  Miller,  one  of 
his  secretaries,  who  also  informed  the 
House  that  on  the  following  dates  the 
President  approved  and  signed  bills  of 
the  House  of  the  following  titles: 

On  June  2,  1950: 

H.  R.  7341.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct 
the  Commissioners  of  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  to  construct  a  bridge  over  the  Anacostia 
River  in  the  vicinity  of  East  Capitol  Street, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  7635.  An  act  to  amend  the  Armed 
Forces  Leave  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  to 
provide  graduation  leave  upon  appointment 
as  commissioned  officers  in  the  Regular  com¬ 
ponents  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  graduates  of ^ 
the  United  States  Military,  Naval,  or  Coa^Jc 
Guard  Academies;  and  / 

H.  R.  8578.  An  act  authorizing  loans  from 
the  United  States  Treasury  for  the  pKpan- 
sion  of  the  District  of  Columbia  water 
system. 

On  June  5,  1950:  /, 

H.  R.  7797.  An  act  to  provide  "foreign  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance.  / 

On  June  7,  1950: 

H.  R.  6655.  An  act  for  Jhe  relief  of  Taeko 
Suzuki.  / 

On  June  8,  19^': 

H.  R.  1285.  An  act>-  for  the  relief  of  the 
legal  guardian  of^ena  Mae  West,  a  minor. 
On  June  ,4'4,  1950: 

H.  R.  4892.  Ari  act  to  provide  for  the  ad¬ 
mission  of  p^  patients  to  the  Home  for  the 
Aged  and  infirm; 

H.  R.  5^6.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Nathali^ E.  Cobb; 

H.  9^^295.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  O.  R. 
Spi^gman; 

JS.  R.  5913.  An  act  to  authorize  the  ex¬ 
change  of  certain  lands  of  the  United  States 
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situated  in  Ross  Comity,  Ohio,  for  lands 
within  Symmes  Creek  purchase  unit  in  Law¬ 
rence  County,  Ohio,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  6406.  An  act  providing  procedure  for 
claimants  of  mining  claims  in  the  United 
States  obtaining  credit  for  assessment  work 
performed  during  the  year  ending  July  1, 
1949,  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  107, 
Eighty-first  Congress; 

H.  R.  6552.  An  act  to  correct  a  clerical 
error  in  section  2  of  the  act  of  January  16, 
1883,  an  act  to  regulate  and  Improve  the 
civil  service  of  the  United  States,  as  amended 
by  Public  Law  425,  Eighty-first  Congress; 

H.  R.  6632.  An  act  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  to 
establish  and  continue  offices  in  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines; 

H.  R.  7866.  An  act  to  amend  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as 
amended,  so  as  to  provide  an  order  of  preced¬ 
ence  for  lump-sum  death  payments,  and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

H.  R.  7966,  An  act  to  amend  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  incorporate  the  trustees  of 
^he  Presbyterian  congregation  of  George-  ^ 
jwn,”  and  approved  March  28,  1806. 

On  June  15,  1950: 

4641.  An  act  to  authorize  the  S^re- 
tary  ^Agriculture  to  accept  title  to  obtain 
land  ow^d  or  to  be  acquired  by  thamounty 
of  Plumak  State  of  California,  aa©  in  ex¬ 
change  thelWor  to  convey  to  PlinjSas  County 
certain  land^^ned  by  the  Unj^red  States  in 
said  county; 

H.  R.  5103.  An'^act  to  pr^ide  for  clerical 
assistance  at  pos^^ffices^/nranches,  or  sta¬ 
tions  serving  militalk  naval  personnel, 
and  for  other  purpo^ 

H.  R.  5166.  An  act^o''l^tend  the  laws  of 
the  United  State^^relatmt  to  civil  acts  or 
offenses  consum^piated  or  cltomitted  on  the 
high  seas  on  board  a  vessel  bMpnging  to  the 
United  States/to  the  Midway  l^nds.  Wake 
Island,  Johj^on  Island,  Sand  iS^d,  King- 
man  Reef,''Kure  Island,  Baker  Isll^^,  How¬ 
land  IsWnd,  Jarvis  Island,  Cantoir^land, 
and  Eiraerbury  Island,  and  for  othe^pur- 
pose^  and 

If.  R.  5511.  An  act  to  amend  the  provisiS 
Qr  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commoditi^ 
Act,  1930,  relating  to  practices  in  the  mar- ' 
keting  of  perishable  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities. 

On  June  16,  1950: 

H.  R.  589.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  C.  M. 
Smart; 

H.  R.  1124.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lee 
Freddie  Lambert; 

H.  R.  1482.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Frances 
L.  Marshall; 

H.  R.  1492.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Harold 
L.  Lindquist; 

H.  R.  1866.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Honorio 
Canclller  and  Nancy  Ting  Evangelista; 

H.  R.  3480.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Kentucky  to  use  for  certain 
educational  purposes  lands  granted  by  the 
United  States  to  such  Commonwealth  for 
State  park  purposes  exclusively; 

H.  R.  3527.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gifford 
E.  Moak; 

H.  R.  3672.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Vera  C.  A.  Freund; 

H.  R.  3996.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  J. 
Carlyle  Nagle; 

H.  R.  4015.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Kate 
Laursenj 


H.  R.  4509.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  'Pw- 
ruary  25,  1920  (41  Stat.  452),  and  for  oiJner 
purposes;  / 

H.  R.  4567.  An  act  to  amend  the  Difeplaced 
Persons  Act  of  1948;  X 

H.  R.  4969.  An  act  to  direct  thX  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  the  Secretar^f  the  Army 
to  transfer  and  convey  certwn  lands  and 
thereby  facilitate  admlnlst^tlon  and  give 
proper  cognizance  to  thX  highest  use  of 
United  States  lands;  X 

H.  R.  5872.  An  act  to^tend  the  boundaries 
of  the  Toiyabe  Nati^al  Forest  in  the  State 
of  Nevada;  X 

H.  R.  6371.  An  /ic,t  for  the  relief  of  J.  O. 
Evans;  / 

H.  R.  6385.  ^n  act  for  the  relief  of  Louise 
M.  Koch;  / 

H.  R.  65^.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
certain  14?id  on  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Reser¬ 
vation's.  Dak.,  allotted  to  Lucy  Arapahoe 
Iron.  Bear; 

9ifR.  65'77.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Haruko 
Teramoto; 

/  H.  R.  6689.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mitsuko 
Uemura; 

H.  R.  6991.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  E.  G. 
Morris; 

H.  R.  7013.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Yae 
Bennett; 

H.  R.  7094.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Kazuyo 
Dohl; 

H.  R.  7147.  An  act  to  change  the  effective 
date  of  the  act  of  June  19,  1948,  relating  to 
the  Fire  Department  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia; 

H.  R.  7255.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  real  property  in  Hopkins 
County,  Ky.,  to  the  estate  of  James  D. 
Meadors; 

H.  R.  7609.  An  act  to  grant  a  renewal  of 
Patent  No.  59,560  relating  to  the  emblem 
of  the  Disabled  American  Veterans  of  the 
World  War; 

H.  R.  7700.  An  act  to  amend  the  rice  mar¬ 
keting  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 

H.  R.  7708.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Navy  to  grant  to  the  Monmouth 
Consolidated  Water  Co.  certain  easements 
and  rights-of-way  within  the  United  States 
J7aval  Ammunition  Depot,  Earle,  N.  J. 

H.  R.  7888.  An  act  to  amend  the  Classlfl- 
cdi^n  Act  of  1949  to  make  it  inapplicable 
to  pi^stal  employees  of  the  Panama  Canal; 
and 

H.  R/^84.  An  act  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
veyance  the  city  of  Miles  City,  State  of 
Montana,  ifctain  lands  in  Custer  County, 
Mont.,  and  rai  other  purposes. 

On  Jun^^,  1950: 

H.  R.  829.  AnTiict  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agricultuili^o  accept  buildings  and 
improvements  cons^ucted  and  affected  by 
the  Buffalo  Rapids  Tterms  Association  on 
project  lands  in  the  Btafialo  Rapids  water 
conservation  and  utilization  project  and  can¬ 
celing  certain  indebtednes^ltof  the  associa¬ 
tion,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  1110.  An  act  for  the  rti^ef  of  Ann 
Irene  Feikema;  \ 

H.  R.  1170.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  B^'s.  John 
Kaudy  (formerly  Stella  Cappler); 

H.  R.  1275.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anna 
Helman; 

H.  R.  1602.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ben 
Grunstein; 
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H.  R.  4011.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Stavros 
Matheos  (also  known  as  Steve  Matheos  or 
Mathequ) ; 

H.  R.  5017.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ng  Soo 
Lip  and  Ng  Yut  Chee; 

H.  R.  53^  An  act  to  amend  section  3  of 
the  act  of  J%ne  18,  1934,  relating  to  the  es¬ 
tablishment  foreign-trade  zones; 

H.  R.  5581.  Ah  act  for  the  relief  of  Deborah 
Elizabeth  Ebel; 

H.  R.  5709.  An  a’ftt  for  the  relief  of  Patrick 
Cronin: 

H.  R.  6271.  An  act  "^or  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Harry  Schneider; 

H.  R.  6344.  An  act  foir  .  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
William  Y.  Imanaka;  \ 

H.  R.  6414.  An  act  for  t^e  relief  of  Mrs. 
Chikako  Mary  Ohori  Hori;  ", 

H.  R.  6462.  An  act  for  the\ellef  of  Mrs. 
Sachiko  Iwal  Higaki;  \ 

H.  R.  6485.  An  act  for  the  rellefapf  Jodeene 
Lehrman; 

H.  R.  6793.  An  act  for  the  relief  Of  Pujiko 
F^ikuda;  1, 

H.  R.  6942.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sisako 
Nakane; 

H.  R.  7084.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Yosh^o 
Ishii  Teves;  \ 

H.  R.  7173.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Toshlko’:, 
Ono; 

H.  R.  7338.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Asano 
Teramoto; 

H.  R.  7410.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Kiyoko  Tanaka  Perez; 

H.  R.  7427.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
June  Noda  Loman;  and 

H.  R.  7485.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Marla  Margarlte  Noe. 

On  June  19,  1950: 

H.  R.  1103.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Miriam 
Berkle;  and 

H.  R.  4996.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lonnie 
M.  Abernathy. 

On  June  20,  1950: 

H.  R.  1047.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  Aero- 
Bocker  Knitting  Mills,  Inc.; 

H.  R.  1272.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Edward 

A.  Seeley; 

H.  R.  1627.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Filip 
Nicola  Lazarevich: 

H.  R.  5150.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ira  D. 
Doyal  and  Clyde  Doyal; 

H.  R.  5199.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Thurman  L.  Bomar; 

H.  R.  5556.  An  act  to  make  available  for  In¬ 
dian  use  certain  surplus  property  at  the  Win¬ 
gate  Ordnance  Depot,  N.  Mex.; 

H.  R.  5639.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ivan  E. 
Townsend; 

H.  R.  6364.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Yoshiko 
Matsumura; 

H.  R.  6490.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mar¬ 
garita  Funakura; 

H.  R.  7082.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Isamu  Tarasawa; 

H.  R.  7092.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Karry  Wakefield; 

H.  R.  7194.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Relf 
Yamada  Munns  and  Edward  Lee  Munns; 

H.  R.  7256.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mieko 
Nlshitsuru; 

H.  R.  7279.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Umeko 
Stevenson; 

H.  R.  7283.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Jack 

B.  Meyer; 

H.  R.  7313.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lucy 
Teresa  Morris;  | 

H.R.  7560.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Maryf 

Prances  Yoshinaga;  and  J 

H.  R.  7778.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mlyoko ; 
Oishi.  • 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 


A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr.| 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that! 
the  Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  J 
of  the  House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  off 
the  following  title :  i 

S.  3639.  An  act  providing  for  an  extension; 
of  the  time  during  which  annual  assessment} 


work  on  mining  claims  held  by  location  fh: 
the  United  States  may  be  made. 

The  message  also  announced  tha^the ; 
Senate  had  passed,  with  an  amen^ent  ? 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  theAouse] 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  Hous^of  the ; 
following  title :  /  ‘ 

H.  R.  6000.  An  act  to  extend  ai^  improve  i 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivoM  Insurance  1 
system,  to  amend  the  public-a^stance  and^ 
child-welfare  provisions  of  tlx  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the  [ 
Senate  insists  upon  its  ^.amendment  to' 
the  foregoing  bill ;  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  George,  Mr.  CqNnally,  Mr.  Byrd, 
Mr.  Millikin,  andy^r.  Taft  to  be  the! 
conferees  on  the  p<^rt  of  the  Senate.  f 

The  message  also  announced  that  the  i 
Senate  agrees  to4he  report  of  the  com- 1 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing! 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend-  ? 
ment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  | 
8198)  entitled  “An  act  to  provide  for  thef 
organization  of  the  Army  and  the  De-| 
partment  of  the  Army,  and  for  other! 

purposes.”  I 

E;KIGNATION  PROM  COMMITTEE  | 

The  Weaker  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  resignation  from  a  com¬ 
mittee: 

\  June  21,  1950. 

The  honorable 'ijhe  Speaker, 

House  0/  Rif^esentatives, 

\  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speake^I  hereby  tender  my  res¬ 
ignation  as  a  memb^  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  \ 

Respectfully,  \ 

'‘,i^Norris  Cotton. 

The  SPEAKER.  Witlwut  objection, 
the  resignation  is  accepte^ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

ELECTION  TO  COMMIT^E 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachuset^.  Mr.  I 
Speaker,  I  offer  a  resolution  and  ask  for  > 
its  immediate  consideration.  ‘ 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  | 
661) ,  as  follows:  ■  ! 

Resolved,  That  Ben  Guile,  of  Texas,  be,  ? 
and  he  is  hereby,  elected  a  member  of  the  ! 
standing  Committee  of  the  House  of  Repre-  ' 
sentatives  on  Agriculture. 

! 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 

...  tabte, ...  — HWP— 

BORROWING  POWER  OF  COMMODITY 
CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  question  on  the  adoption  of 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

The  question  is  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Javits)  there 
were — ayes  22,  noes  18. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  235,  nays  81,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  113,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  178] 

YEAS— 236 


Abbltt 

Fernandez 

Murdock 

Abernethy 

Fisher 

Murphy 

Addonlzlo 

Flood 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Albert 

Forand 

Murray,  Wls. 

Allen,  Ill. 

Fugate 

Nelson 

Allen,  La. 

Furcolo 

Noland 

Andersen, 

Garmatz 

Norrell 

H.  Carl 

Gathlngs 

Norton 

Andrews 

Golden 

O’Brien,  Rl. 

Arends 

Gordon 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Asplnall 

Gorskl 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Barden 

Gossett 

O’Konskl 

Barrett,  Pa. 

Granahan 

O’Neill 

Barrett,  Wyo. 

Grant 

O’Toole 

Battle 

Green 

Pace 

Beckworth 

Gross 

Passman 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Guill 

Patman 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hagen 

Patten 

Bentsen 

Halleck 

Peterson 

Blemlller 

Harden 

Philbln 

Blatnlk 

Hardy 

Pickett 

Boggs,  La. 

Harris 

Poage 

Bolling 

Harrison 

Potter 

Bolton,  Md.  , 

Hart 

Preston 

Bonner 

Harvey 

Price 

Bosone 

Havenner 

Priest 

Boykin 

Hays,  Ark. 

Rains 

Breen 

Hays,  Ohio 

Ramsay 

Brooks 

Hedrick 

Rankin 

Brown,  Ga. 

Hill 

Rees 

Brown.  Ohio 

Hoeven 

Rhodes 

Buchanan 

Hollfield 

Robeson 

Buckley,  Ill. 

Holmes 

Rodino 

Burleson 

Horan 

Rogers,  Fla, 

Burnside 

Howell 

Rooney 

Burton 

Huber 

Sadlak 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Hull 

Sasscer 

Byrnes,  Wls. 

Jacobs 

Scrivner 

Camp 

Jenison  - 

Secrest 

Cannon 

Jennings 

Shafer 

Carlyle 

Jensen 

Shelley 

Carnahan 

Jones,  Ala. 

Sheppard 

Carroll 

Jones,  N.  C. 

Short 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Karst 

Simpson,  HI. 

Cavalcante 

Karsten 

Smathers 

Celler 

Kee 

Smith,  Va. 

Chatham 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Smith.  Wls. 

Chesney 

Kllburn 

Spence 

Chlperfield 

KUday 

Staggers 

Chudoff 

Kirwan 

Stefan 

Clemente 

Kruse 

Sullivan 

Cole,  Kans. 

Lane 

Tackett 

Combs 

Lanham 

Talle 

Cooper 

Larcade 

Teague 

Crawford 

LeCompte 

Thomas 

Crook 

Lind 

Thompson 

Crosser 

Llnehan 

Thornberry 

Cunningham 

Lucas 

Trimble 

Curtis 

Lynch 

Underwood 

Davenport 

McCarthy 

Velde 

Davis,  Ga. 

McCormack 

Vinson 

Davis,  Tenn. 

McCulloch  ' 

Vursell 

Davis,  Wls. 

McGuire 

Walter 

Dawson 

McMillen,  Ill. 

Weichel 

Deane 

Madden 

Whitaker 

DeGraffenried 

Magee 

Whitten 

Delaney 

Mahon 

Whittington 

Denton 

Mansfield 

Wier 

D’Ewart 

Marcantonio 

Williams 

Dolllnger 

Marsalis 

Willis 

Donohue 

Marshall 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Doughton 

Martin,  Iowa 

Winstead 

Douglas 

Martin,  Mass. 

Withrow 

Doyle 

Meyer 

Wolcott 

Durham 

Michener 

Woodhouse 

Eberharter 

Miles 

WoodruS 

Elliott 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Yates 

Evlns 

Mills 

Zablockl 

Felghan 

Multer 

NAYS— 81 

Allen,  Calif. 

Dondero 

Hlnshaw 

Anderson,  Calif.  Eaton 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Angell 

Ellsworth 

James 

Auchincloss 

Elston 

Javits 

Baring 

Engle,  Calif. 

Jenkins 

Bates,  Mass. 

Fallon 

Johnson 

Beall 

Fellows 

Jonas 

Bishop 

Fenton 

Judd 

Boggs,  Del. 

Fulton 

Kean 

Bolton,  Ohio 

Gavin 

Kearney 

Bramblett 

Gillette 

Kearns 

Canfield 

Goodwin 

Keating 

Case,  N.  J. 

Graham 

Kunkel 

Clevenger 

Hale 

Latham 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Hall, 

LeFevre 

Colmer 

Leonard  W. 

Llchten  waiter 

Corbett 

Herter 

McDoD,ough 

Dague 

Heselton 

McKinnon 
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Mack.  Wash. 

Riehlman 

Taber 

Macy 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Taurlello 

Mason 

St.  George 

Tollefson 

Nicholson 

Saylor 

Van  Zandt 

Patterson 

Scott,  Hardie 

Vorys 

Plumley 

Scott, 

Wadsworth 

Poulson 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Wagner 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Scudder 

Wlgglesworth 

Rlhicoff 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Wolverton 

Rich 

Smith,  Kans. 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”—! 
Jackson,  Calif. 

NOT  VOTING— 113 

Andresen, 

Hobbs 

Pfeiffer, 

August  H. 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

William  L. 

Bailey 

Hope 

Phillips,  Calif. 

Bates,  Ky. 

Irving 

Phillips,  Tenn. 

Blackney 

Jackson,  Wash. 

Polk 

Brehm 

Jones,  Mo. 

Powell 

Bryson 

Keefe 

Quinn 

Buckley,  N  Y. 

Kelley,  Pa, 

Rabaut 

Bui  winkle 

Kennedy 

Redden 

Burdick 

Keogh 

Reed,  Ill. 

Burke 

Kerr 

Regan 

Chelf 

King 

Richards 

Christopher 

Klein 

Rivers 

Cooley 

Lodge 

Roosevelt 

Cotton 

Lovre 

Sabath 

Coudert 

Lyle 

Sadowskl 

Cox 

McConnell 

Sanborn 

Davies,  N.  Y. 

McGrath 

Sikes 

Dlngell 

McGregor 

Sims 

Dolliver 

McMillan,  S.  C. 

Smith,  Ohio 

Engel,  Mich. 

McSweeney 

Stanley 

Fogarty 

Mack,  Ill. 

Steed 

Ford 

Merrow 

Stigler 

Frazier 

Miller,  Calif. 

Stockman 

Gamble 

Miller,  Md. 

Sutton 

Gary 

Mitchell 

Taylor 

Gilmer 

Monroney 

Towe 

Gore 

Morgan 

Walsh 

Granger 

Morris 

Welch 

Gregory 

Morrison 

Werdel 

Gwinn 

Morton 

Wheeler 

Hall, 

Moulder 

White,  Calif. 

Edwin  Arthur  Nixon 

White,  Idaho 

Hand 

Norblad 

Wickersham 

Hare 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Widnall 

Hebert 

O’Sullivan 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Heffernan 

Perkins 

Wilson,  Ok!a. 

Heller 

Pfeifer, 

Wood 

Herlong 

Joseph  L. 

Young 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the'  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Ikli'.  Kerr  for,  with  Mr.  Blackney  against. 
Mr.  Sabath  for,  with  Mr.  Hand  against. 

Mr.  Keogh  for,  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Illinois 
against. 

Mr.  Morgan  for,  with  Mr.  William  L.  Pfeiffer 
against. 

Idr.  Lovre  for,. with  Mr.  Towe  against.  - 
Mr.  Dolliver  for,  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Ohio 
against. 

Idr.  Klein  for,  with  Mr.  Coudert  against. 
Mr.  Forgarty  for,  with  Mr.  Phillips  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  against. 

Mr.  Gilmer  for,  with  Mr.  Taylor  against. 
Mr.  Miller  of  California  for,  with  Mr.  Jack- 
6on  of  California  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Sims  with  Mr.  Edwin-  Arthur  Hall. 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr,  August  H.  Andresen. 
Mr.  Bailey  with  Mr.  Keefe. 

Mr.  Gary  with  Mr.  McGregor. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  Michigan  with  Mr.  Brehm. 
Mr.  Stanley  with  Mr.  Engel  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  'Welch  with  Mr.  Stockman. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mr.  Sanborn. 

Mr.  King  with  Mr.  Miller  of  Maryland. 
Mr.  McGrath  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  with  Mr.  Cotton. 

Mr.  Heller  with  Mr.  Ford. 

Mr.  Wickersham  with  Mr.  Gamble. 

Mr.  Redden  with  Mr.  Gwinn. 

Mr.  Rabaut  with  Mr.  Hope. 

Mr.  Heffernan  with  Mr.  Morton. 

Mr.  Sutton  with  Mr.  Reed  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Wheeler  with  Mr.  Widnall. 

Mr.  Cooley  with  Mr  V.Tlson  of  Indiana. 


Mrs.  Harden,  Mr.  Crawford,  Mr.  Bar¬ 
rett  of  Wyoming,  Mr.  Woodruff,  and 
Mr.  Smith  of  Wisconsin  changed  their 
votes  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in¬ 
formed  that  on  this  roll  call  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois,  Mr,  Sabath,  is  re¬ 
corded  as  voting  “yea.”  The  roll  call  is 
in  error  in  that  respect  since  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  is  not  in  town.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  roll  call  be 
corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  con¬ 
strained  to  vote  against  approving  the 
conference  report.  I  voted  for  the  origi¬ 
nal  bill  to  increase  the  purchasing  power 
of  CCC  and  I  approve  that  part  of  the 
bill  now.  However,  the  new  legislation 
written  by  the  conferees  and  amending 
section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  is  too  drastic  to  be  approved  without 
full  consideration  by  the  appropriate 
committees  of  Congress.  Actually  the 
changes  involve  matters  affecting  the 
province  of  four  committees:  Agriculture, 
Ways  and  Means,  Foreign  Affairs,  and 
Banking  and  Currency.  It  is  not  enough 
to  allow  such  legislation  to  pass  with  only 
a  small  number  of  the  last-named  com¬ 
mittee  having  any  previous  knowledge  of 
it,  and  when  some  of  them  frankly  say 
they  are  not  sure  what  the  new  section 
22  (f)  means.  I  confess  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  it.  I  believe  this  report  should 
be  sent  back  to  the  conferees  and  the  sec¬ 
tion  22  amendments  removed  or  brought 
up  in  separate  legislation  or  at  least 
spelled  out  so  we  can  know  what  we  are 
doing. 

ism  , 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Mr.  Speaker/  I  call  'hn 
;he  conference  report  on  thybill  (H.  rS 
5198)  to  provide  for  the  organization  of 
;he  Army  and  the  Depar^ent  of  the 
Army,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
inanimous  consent  that”  the  statement 
)f  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

5  The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  IS  there  objection  to 
;he  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  reap  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
^e  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Tuesday, 
June  20,  1950.) 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
was  passed  by  the  House  recently  and  as 
it  comes  from  the  conference  is  substan¬ 
tially  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House.  It 
Is  a  unanimous  report  of  the  conferees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion.  , 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 


t  A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

1  HOUSING  AND  RENT  ACT  OF  1950 
i 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
he  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
18) )  to  extend  the  Housing  and  Rent 
f^ct  of  1947,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
lurposes,  and  ask  unanmious  consent 
;hat  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
;he  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of 
;he  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
;he  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken- 
;ucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
!ee  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Monday, 
June  19,  1950.) 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
nyself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  conference  re- 
3ort  on  the  rent-control  bill. 

I  would  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of 
;he  House  the  fact  that  we  have  just 
igreed  to  a  conference  report  providing 
;he  means  by  which  the  support  price 
’or  farm  products  may  be  maintained. 
That  conference  report  has  received  the 
ilmost  unanimous  support  of  Members 
’rom  the  cities.  Members  from  the 
jities  have  taken  a  larger  view  of  the 
;ubjgct  and  have  voted  for  an  agricul- 
;ur^l  bill.  Now  the  city  people  are  in 
iqfed  of  some  protection,  and  they  ask 
mu.  Who  are  the  beneficiaries  of  that 
inference  report  which  they  have  just 
supported,  to  heed  their  Macedonian  cry 
:or  help  and  to  give  them  some  assist- 
ince? 

This  has  been  a  remarkable  confer- 
mce.  We  have  brought  back  to  the 
Bouse  a  bill  that  is  substantially  the 
same  bill  that  was  reported  by  the  com- 
nittee.  In  the  House  we  increased  the 
irst  period  of  rent  control  from  Decem- 
jer  31  to  January  31.  I  thought  that 
-  was  a  good  amendment,  because  42  legis¬ 
latures  meet  next  January,  and  I 
thought  they  might  handle  the  matter 
satisfactorily  to  the  States.  But  the 
Sconferees  were  of  other  opinion.  The 
abators  said  the  Senate  would  not  agree 
to\he  conference  report  with  that  pro- 
visi^in  it,  at  least  without  great  delay, 
and  wV  receded. 

So  wiring  the  bill  back  to  you  as  it 
was  reported  by  the  committee,  with  one 
minor  amendment,  which  gives  the 
counties  th^kight  to  decontrol  unincor¬ 
porated  areas^ithin  their  boundaries. 

There  was  n^^aterial  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  SenateNnil  and  the  House  bill 
that  came  to  conserence  save  in  one 
instance.  The  mino\±y  conferees,  how¬ 
ever,  did  not  sign  the  ru^rt.  The  report 
is  signed  by  all  the  S^iate  conferees. 
The  reason  the  minority  numbers  of  the 
conference  committee  did  \ot  sign  the 
report  is  because  the  confei^s  did  not 
agree  to  the  Douglas  amendm^,  which 
was  never  considered  by  the  Hoose,  and 
which  the  Senate  conferees  readHy  re¬ 
ceded  from.  That  was  a  remar^ble 
condition  that  prevailed.  This  bill  ii^s 
brought  to  the  House  under  an  open 
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rule.  Any  germane  amendment  was  in 
oi^r.  No  amendment  of  that  charac- 
ter^as  offered,  and  none  was  consid¬ 
ered.  >^ecause  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  ^huse  did  not  agree  to  the  Senate 
amendmtot,  from  which  the  Senate 
readily  reoeded,  the  conferees  broke  up, 
as  far  as  tiH  minority  and  majority  on 
the  part  of  ^  House  is  concerned,  in 
disagreement. 

What  does  tl^te  Douglas  amendment 
do?  I  think  it  is  u^ecessary  to  consider 
it  because  it  was  never  in  issue,  but  the 
Douglas  amendment,  provided  that 
where  there  was  an  apWeciable  number 
of  people  in  an  establishWnt  ordinarily 
called  a  hotel  who  receiveoi^he  ordinary 
services  of  the  hotel,  suc^as  bellboy 
service,  desk  service,  laundry  S^vice,  the 
furnishing  of  linen,  maid  servick  and  so 
forth,  that  the  hotel  would  be^tiecon- 
trolled  as  a  unit.  In  many  \^tels 
there  are  permanent  residents  \?ho 
have  remained  there  for  years,  but 
cause  an  appreciable  number  recei 
these  services  the  hotel  would  be  de¬ 
controlled.  What  is  “an  appreciable 
number”?  Webster’s  Dictionary  de¬ 
fines  “appreciable”  as  “large  or  mate¬ 
rial  enough  to  be  recognized;  per¬ 
ceptible.”  Any  number,  it  seems  to  me, 
would  be  an  appreciable  number,  and 
any  institution  could  qualify  itself  for 
decontrol  by  furnishing  these  few  serv¬ 
ices  to  one  or  more  persons.  Those 
words  are  weasel  words  that  just  suck 
the  meaning  out  of  the  amendment  and 
the  amendment  may  be  construed  as 
making  every  institution  eligible  for  de¬ 
control. 

Is  it  not  an  unreasonable  position  for 
any  of  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
House  to  oppose  the  House  bill  passed 
under  an  open  rule  subject  to  all  ger¬ 
mane  amendments,  because  the  con¬ 
ferees  did  not  accept  a  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  that  the  Senate  itself  did  not  seem 
to  want?  There  is  no  doubt  that  in 
many  sections  of  this  country  we  still 
need  rent  control. 

This  is  a  bill  that  takes  back  to  the 
people  themselves  the  right  to  say 
whether  control  shall  be  continued. 
Every  council  elected  by  the  people  of  th^ 
cities  can  decontrol  rents  at  any  time 
after  this  bill  is  enacted  into  law,  ana  if 
they  desire  to  continue  the  control^fter 
the  31st  of  December  they  mujC  take 
affirmative  action.  Why  should^e  cloak 
this  bill  with  restrictive  amendments 
when  we  are  sending  the  wKble  matter 
back  to  the  people  to  deciile  for  them¬ 
selves?  It  may  be  that  ^ent  control  is 
on  the  way  out;  it  probably  is.  But  cer¬ 
tainly  there  would  riM  be  such  an  in¬ 
sistent  demand  for  tms  bill  from  certain 
sections  of  the  country  unless  there  were 
a  real  need  for  it/  We  know  how  active 
the  members  f/om  city  districts  have 
been  for  this  pleasure;  we  know  that  it 
not  only  m^ns  much  to  their  citizens 
but  also  th^t  it  means  much  to  their 
future  p^ical  welfare.  They  are  acting 
on  the yoemand,  the  crystallized  senti¬ 
ment  jOf  their  people,  and  they  have 
ask^'  you  to  give  them  the  protection 
that  may  come  from  the  authority  of  the 
city  government  or  the  citizens  them¬ 
selves  to  decide  whether  or  not  they  need 
the  extension  of  rent  control.  It  certain¬ 


ly  is  a  logical  and  reasonable  thing  to  do. 

I  feel  confident  that  the  membership  will 
agree  to  this  conference  report,  for  with 
one  exception  it  is  practically  the  bill 
which  passed  the  House — agree  to  the 
conference  report  and  give  the  people 
the  right  they  have  asked,  to  decide  this 
issue  themselves,  a  question  which  is 
essentially  local  and  about  which  they 
know  more  than  the  Congress  could  pos¬ 
sibly  know. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  this  conference  report 
is  not  adopted  the  protection  that  they 
have  asked  for  will  probably  go  out  of 
the  window.  The  Members  who  want 
this  most  have  recently  shown  that  they 
view  legislation  from  a  national  stand¬ 
point  because  if  you  will  look  at  the  Rec¬ 
ord  tomorrow  morning  and  observe  the 
vote  on  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  conference  report  you  will  find  that 
most  of  the  T  lembers  from  the  city  voted 
for  it.  They  come  now  and  ask  you  to 
help  them  in  order  that  their  people 
may  be  treated  fairly,  in  order  that  there 
may  be  an  orderly  discontinuance  of  / 
ent  control,  in  order  that  the  impacj/ 
decontrolling  rents  abruptly  at  t^s 
tiiV  niay  not  be  felt  and  in  order  tJ'iat 
the\^appiness  and  inconvenienc^4hat 
woulc^esult  may  be  obviated.  / 

Hou^g  is  essential  to  our  people.  It 
is  not  on^  essential  for  they:*  comfort 
and  their\felfare  but  it  is  ^sential  for 
our  domestrliL  tranquillity.  ■  I  hope  this 
bill  will  be  aciministered  in  such  a  way 
that  it  will  be^ir  to  both  the  property 
owner  and  the  tecant.  They  have  mu¬ 
tual  rights  and  mflitu&l  obligations. 

The  SPEAKER  ^'o  tempore  (Mr. 
Priest).  The  ti^e  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  .was  ei^red. 

Mr.  SPENC9.  Mr.  Sp^er,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  rligm  Michigan 
[Mr.  WoLC^Tl. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr.  Spea\eL  as  the 
chairmq/i  of  the  Committee  oiP®anking 
and  C^rency  has  stated,  the  conference 
rep^  brings  back  a  bill  which  i^ub- 
sta/ftially  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Hol^e, 
t]?fe  one  major  exception  being  that  P 
Jlouse  had  adopted  an  amendment  con  , 

/ tinuing  rent  control  until  January  31, 
1951,  unless  by  resolution  of  the  govern¬ 
ing  body  in  any  incorporated  city,  town, 
and  municipality,  it  was  decontrolled  be¬ 
fore  then.  When  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  reported  the  bill 
to  the  House  it  provided  that  rent  con¬ 
trols  would  expire  on  December  31,  1950 
in  localities  outside  of  these  incorporated 
areas  and  in  the  incorporated  areas 
which  had  not  taken  action  to  continue 
controls.  The  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  House  yielded  to  the  Senate  in  that 
particular  so  that  as  the  bill  comes  back 
to  us  now  rent  controls  terminate  in  aU 
unincorporated  areas  and  in  the  incor¬ 
porated  areas  which  do  not  take  affirma¬ 
tive  action  to  continue  them  on  Decem¬ 
ber  30,  1950.  In  the  incorporated  areas 
in  which  this  affirmative  action  is  taken, 
then  rent  controls  shall  continue  to  not 
beyond  June  30,  1951. 

That  is  the  substantial  difference. 
But  I  think  that,  in  justice  to  many 
Members  who  have  consulted  with  me 
and  other  members  of  the  committee  in 
respect  to  an  amendment  which  the 
Senate  had  already  adopted,  I  should 


comment  upon  the  fact  that  the  Senate 
receded  from  the  action  which  it  had 
taken  in  respect  to  the  so-called  C^cago 
amendment,  and  I  presume  th^  there 
was  nothing  else  for  the  B.o\yK  to  do, 
inasmuch  as  the  so-calledr  Chicago 
amendment  was  not  in  thafHouse  bill, 
but  to  accept  the  positi^  which  the 
Senate  conferees  took  in^tespect  to  their 
own  amendment. 

I  am  placed  in  the  jlry  embarrassing, 
if  not  humiliating^osition  of  having 
told  at  least  six  Members  of  the  House 
that  there  was  mr  auestion  but  that  the 
Senate  amendment  decontrolling  the 
residential  apartment  hotels  in  the 
city  of  Chica^  would  stay  in  the  bill.  I 
had  reaso^to  believe  that  the  sponsor 
of  that  ajnendment  in  the  Senate  would 
be  a  member  of  the  conference.  He  has 
been jr  member  of  many  conferences  on 
hou^g  and  rent  control  ever  since  he 
ha/'been  in  Congress.  I  felt — and  noth- 
ijik  to  the  contrary  has  convinced  me 
^otherwise — that  he  used  good  faith  in 
presenting  the  amendment  in  the  Senate 
to  decontrol  the  Chicago  residential  and 
apartment  hotels,  but,  frankly,  I  never 
saw  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
yield  so  quickly  on  anything  in  my  life, 
and  without  consultation  with  the  Mem¬ 
ber  who  offered  the  amendment  in  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  of 
the  Senate  and  who  was  responsible  for 
its  enactment  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
So  I  want  to  apologize  to  those  Members 
whom  I  advised  against  offering  a  simi¬ 
lar  amendment  in  the  House  for  my  lack 
of  understanding  of  what  the  tactics 
might  be  in  respect  to  this  particular 
amendment.  I  still  do  not  understand 
it.  A  good  many  of  us  have  been  in 
conference  with  the  Senate  on  a  good 
many  occasions,  and  a  good  many  of  us 
have  sat  around  the  conference  room  for 
hours  while  the  Senate  conferees  were 
trying  to  contact  the  sponsor  of  amend¬ 
ments  which  were  in  controversy  in  the 
conference  committee.  Not  so  in  this 
case.  The  sponsor  of  this  amendment 
was  not  a  member  of  the  conference 
committee.  He  was  temporarily  absent 
from  the  city.  He  returned  to  the  city 
night  of  the  conference  and  could 
3  been  consulted  in  respect  to  his 
aei 

I  little  chagrined  because  of 

the  r^nidity  with  which  the  Senate 
yielded^  its  own  language.  There  was 
every  re^n  to  believe  that  the  Senate 
language  uB^ntrolling  the  Chicago  resi¬ 
dential  and  Icartment  hotels  would  stay 
in,  because  same  Member  of  the 
other  body  wh^ffered  the  amendment 
this  year  decon^olling  the  residential 
and  apartment  h^ls  in  Chicago  of¬ 
fered  the  amendme^  successfully  last 
year  which  kept  themfender  control.  He 
did  it  because,  as  he  alpgued,  there  are 
something  over  12  y2  perO^t  of  vacan¬ 
cies  in  the  Chicago  resident^  and  apart¬ 
ment  hotels  at  the  presenfvjime,  and 
undoubtedly  there  was  not  any  goodly 
number  of  vacancies  a  year  agg  when 
he  offered  the  amendment  to  keei>.  them 
under  control.  \ 

You  will  recall  that  the  language  of 
the  1949  Housing  and  Rent  Control  Act 
provided  that  apartment  and  residential 
hotels  as  distinguished  from  transient 
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gested  by  the  “watchdog  committee”  as 
adequate  for  this  year’s  programs. 

Last  year  I  suggested  that  EGA  was 
askingvJor  more  money  than  it.  would 
need  for,  certain  commodities.  Among 
these  wa^  food.  In  this  category  I  sug¬ 
gested  that^_ possibly  $125,000,000  could 
b«  saved.  In  reply  the  EGA  said: 

The  net  effect  of  such  a  cut  ($125,000,000) 
would  be  an  absolute  decline  in  the  con¬ 
sumption  levels  of  bread  grains,  fats  and 
oils  and  sugar,  which  would  lead  to  the  re- 
imposition  of  food  rationing  in  some  coun¬ 
tries  and  to  a  reduction  in  the  present  ration 
scale  in  others. 

The  EGA  in  its  estimate  last  year  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  dollar  iniport  require¬ 
ments  of  the  participating  countries  at 
$1,036,000,000  for  food  from  the  United 
States  during  fiscal  1949-50.  The  esti¬ 
mate  now  before  us,  based  on  8  months’ 
experience,  places  this  figure  at  $^26,- 
500,000,  or  a  reduction  of  $410,000,000. 

It  becomes  apparent  that  at  lelfcst 
$125,000,000  was  saved  in  this  categoi^ 
alone',  and  there  have  been  none  of  the 
dire  results  with  respect  to  food  con¬ 
sumption  bontemplated  by  EGA  as 
quoted  above.  In  fact,  EGA  now  says, 
and  I  quote : 

The  diet  of  western  Europe  has  improved 
sharply,  both  in  quantity  and  quality,  since 
1947  and  is  now  back  virtually  to  the  pre¬ 
war  levels.  The  consumption  of  fruits  and 
vegetables  has  expanded  substantially  as 
has  that  of  fatg  and  oils,  dairy  products, 
and  meat.  ♦  •  •  The  largest  gains  over 

1947-48  were  made  by  bread  grains  (42 
percent)  and  sugar  (40  percent)  which  rose 
from  69  to  98  and  77  to  108  percent,  respec¬ 
tively,  of  prewar. 

From  my  personal  observation  I  can 
arttest  to  the  greatly  improved  diet  and 
food  consumption  of  the  people  of  west¬ 
ern  Europe.  Her  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion  is  approximately  equal  to  prewar. 
The  statistics  before  us  also  indicate  im¬ 
pressive  industrial  recovery  and  show 
that  Europe  today,  ei^cluding  Germany, 
Is  producing  at  a  rate  29  percent  above 
prewar.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  this 
record  Indicates  recovery  has  been 
achieved,  yet  we  know  that  much  of  this 
recovery  depends  on  some  continued  aid. 
This  brings  me  up  to  the  question  we< 
are  now  faced  with.  How  much  is  j/t 
necessary  for  us  to  appropriate  for  Jine 
next  fiscal  year?  / 

The  things  we  need  to  know  ir^rder 
to  determine  how  'much  shoul^ie  ap¬ 
propriated  for  European  recoveiy  for  the 
next  fiscal  year  are  not  cont^ed  in  the 
volume  full  of  statistics  whmh  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Gommittee  1ms  before  it. 
The  answer  to  the  probl^  confronting 
us  cannot  be  found  to*y  by  comparing 
calories,  bushels,  tons^ales,  and  barrels 
for  1951  against  1^0  or  for  Austria 
against  Sweden.  X 

The  problem  or  determining  the  right 
amount  of  Eur^ean  aid  is  considerably 
different  toda/^  from  what  it  was  at  the 
beginning  or  the  program  2  years  ago. 
When  peqiwe  were  near  starvation  one 
could  ca^ulate  requirements  for  calories, 
transl^  them  -into  dollars,  and  feel 
someXnfidence  that  he  had  the  answer. 
Wlyn  factories  were  idle,  he  could  make 
a^^stimate  of  the  quantities  of  copper, 
0^1,  and  machinery  to  get  them  into 
operation,  and  he  was  proved  correct  if 


the  result  was  that  the  factories  got  into 
operation.  So  long  as  feeding  the 
hungry  and  getting  idle  machinery  to 
operate  were  the  immediate  objectives, 
the  job  of  estimating  the  money  needed 
was  relatively  simple. 

My  point  is  that  today  those  objectives 
have  been  reached,  and  that  the  problem 
of  determining  how  much  money  it  is 
necessary  for  us  to  supply  for  an  eco¬ 
nomic-aid  program  for  Europe  is  much 
more  difQcult. 

The  EGA  recognizes  that  it  is  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  changed  situation,  and  its 
request  for  1950-51  has  been -arrived  at 
by  cutting  last  year’s  amount  of  country 
aid  by  25  percent  and  then  reducing  the 
sum  further  by  certain  savings  from  the 
1949-50  program.  This  total  has  been 
divided  up  among  countries  and  com¬ 
modities  with  various  individual  adjust¬ 
ments.  But  the  basic  fact  is  that  the 
over-all  amount  was  arrived  at  by  reduc¬ 
ing  the  1949-50  figure  by  25  percent. 

'The  EGA  does  not  explain  in  detail  how 
,  this  25  percent  figure  was  arrived  at,  or 
■^hy  it  was  not  35  percent  or  40  percent 
ih^tead.  Undoubtedly,  a  major  factpf 
waVthe  unexpected  progress  in  Ei^To- 
pean^roduction  which  had  been  made  in 
the  la$it  year.  When  European  in^stry 
is  prodtidng  more  than  before  the  war, 
and  Eumpean  agriculture  ^tnost  as 
much  as  before  the  war,  the'  need  for 
economic  ai^stance  has  c^rly  dimin¬ 
ished.  I  sus^ct  that  another  factor 
which  entered  toto  th^alculations  in 
arriving  at  thi^25-p«’cent  reduction 
was  a  judgment  as  ti^hatthe  taxpayers 
of  the  United  Stat^would  be  willing  to 
spend.  The  25  figure  was  ar¬ 

rived  at  last  ai^mn,  aud  it  is  possible 
that  a  different  judgmem^^s  to  what  we 
can  afford  ty 'spend  for  B^yropean  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  Diight  be  made  today. 

At  any  .i4te,  my  argument  fs.  that  the 
EGA  h^not  this  year  based  itl^equest 
on  a  t^get  of  mouths  to  feed  oi^f  idle 
facories,  but  it  recognizes  that  moitey  is 
nec((ssary  to  carry  forward  its  progu^m 
tyward  objectives  which  are  exceeding 
rfflQcult  to  translate  into  dollars.  Trans--. 
Nation  has  been  made  by  a  very  simple  ' 
device — a  25  percent  cut.  The  thing  that 
is  really  important,  it  seems  to  me,  is  not 
how  the  $2,657,000,000  which  EGA  is  re¬ 
questing  is  divided  among  countries 
or  commodities,  which  is  what  the  EGA 
presentation  is  concerned  with,  but  why 
Europe  needs  25  percent  less  than  last 
year,  rather  than  50  percent,  or  40  per¬ 
cent,  or  15  percent  less. 

I  have  said  that  it  is  more  difficult  to 
estimate  the  requirements  for  European 
recovery  in  1950  than  it  was  in  1948.  The 
answer  that  has  been  given  to  every  pro¬ 
posal  in  the  past  for  a  substantial  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  EGA  appropriation  lias  been 
that  it  would  wreck  the  program.  Let 
me  ask  the  Senate  to  consider  what 
v/recking  the  program  might  mean.  Ger- 
tainly  in  view  of  the  level  of  economic 
activity  in  Europe  today,  no  one  can 
argue  that  a  further  cut  of  EGA  dollars 
of  15  percent — that  is,  40  percent  below 
1949-50,  instead  of  25  percent  below — 
would  transform  Europe  into  a  land  of 
starvation,  or  would  stop  the  wheels  of 
European  industry.  After  all,  EGA  dol¬ 
lars  are  a  relatively  small  part  of 


Europe’s  total  income  today,  Europe  is 
well  above  the  starvation  level,  and  h4r 
factories  are  operating  well  above' the 
prewar  rate. 

The  dangers  we  have  to  meet  With  our 
dollars  in  Europe  today  are  riiuch  less 
tangible.  I  suppose  that  i^st  people, 
including  Mr.  Hoffman,  wo^ild  say  that 
the  most  important  thinX  for  the  EGA 
program  to  accomplish, dn  Europe  is  to 
maintain  the  new  spii^  of  hope  and  de¬ 
termination  which  hdfs  become  manifest 
among  the  peopl^'Xjf  western  Europe 
since  the  inaugm?ation  of  the  Marshall 
plan.  I  would  ^ree  that  any  cut  in  the 
EGA  appropri^on  which  would  lead  the 
people  of  Europe  to  feel  that  the  United 
States  no  l^rtger  cared  for  their  well-be¬ 
ing,  that  we  were  no  longer  standing  in 
their  corfier  in  the  fight  against  commu¬ 
nism,  would  be  disastrous.  I  cannot  be- 
liev^  however,  that  under  current  con- 
dit^s  an  appropriation  of  $2,657,000,- 
000  would  be  right  in  this  respect,  while 
an  appropriation  of  $2,200,000,000  would 
be  wrong.  Remember,  Mr.*'  President, 
that  since  1948  we  have  become  a  party  to 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty,  and  have  em¬ 
barked  on  a  program  of  military  assist¬ 
ance  to  Europe.  Surely,  the  people  of 
Europe  know  today  that  we  are  with 
them,  and  no  item  of  a  few  hundred  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  in  economic  assistance  is  go¬ 
ing  to  alter  that  fact. 

I  believe  that  many  people,  including 
Mr.  Hoffman,  would  agree  that  perhaps 
the  second  most  important  of  our  cur¬ 
rent  objectives  in  Europe  is  to  promote 
the  economic  integration  of  that  area. 
Europe  is  not  likely  ever  to  pay  its  own 
way  if  it  rebuilds  its  economy  along  the 
nationalistic  lines  that  prevailed  before 
the  war.  The  only  way  in  which  Europe 
can  make  the  maximum  use  of  its  re¬ 
sources  is  to  develop  into  one  big  mar¬ 
ket  and  concentrate  its  production  in 
the  most  advantageous  locations. 

The  EGA  proposes  to  make  a  substan¬ 
tial  advance  in  this  direction  by  estab¬ 
lishing  a  European  payments  union,  and 
is  earmarking  a  part  of  next  year’s  ap¬ 
propriation  for  that  purpose.  Neverthe- 
^  less,  I  do  not  feel  that  much  progress 
■*has  been  made  toward  industrial  unifica¬ 
tion,  and  I  feel  that  money  is  being  spent 
urf^isely  in  building  factories  in  Europe 
to  c^form  to  programs  which  are  es¬ 
sential^  national  in  character.  I  com¬ 
mend  th^ach  member  of  this  committee 
that  sectKjn  of  the  watchdog  staff  study 
entitled  “'An  Analysis  of  the  EGA 
Program”  d«,aling  with  the  economic 
unification  of^urope.  This  report  in¬ 
dicates  that  thffpattern  of  the  European 
steel  industry  has,^been  set  for  the  next 
generation,  that  it’^s  not  an  integrated 
pattern,  and  that  it^has  .been  financed 
with  American  mone^ 

The  so-called  Schuman  plan  seems  to 
hold  much  promise  in’'i;liis  direction. 
The  Schuman  plan  will  not  take  much 
EGA  money,  however.  As'  far  as  re¬ 
building  the  European  steel  industry  is 
concerned,  the  money  has  alre'a^y  been 
committed. 

I  note  that  in  the  1950-51  program 
Europe  is  to  import  about  $900,000,000 
worth  of  capital  equipment  from  dollar 
sources.  I  maintain  that  this  is  tooi 
much.  Until  Europe  is  organized  to  put 
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Into  effect  a  unified  industrial  pro¬ 
gram — which  it  is  not  today — the  money 
will  he  spent  to  benefit  national  inter¬ 
ests,  and  after  the  factories  are  built  it 
is  too  1^  to  integrate  them.  European 
factories  are  producing  more  than  they 
did  before  the  war.  Let  us  not  build  any 
more  until  We  know  they  will  advance 
the  integration  of  Europe. 

I  believe  thatSEurope  would  be  better 
off  in  the  long  rra^  if  we  cut  in  half  the 
EGA  appropriation^  for  capital  equip¬ 
ment.  \ 

Probably  most  people,  and  I  believe 
that  Mr.  Hoffman  would  agree,  feel  that 
a  third  major  objective  of  our  European 
program  is  to  provide  enough  money  so 
that  no  government  will  fall  to  another 
unfriendly  to  the  United  States.  I  can¬ 
not  believe  that  at  this  time  the'political 
balance  is  so  precarious  that  $2,^7,000,- 
000  of  United  States  money  will'^eep 
friendly  governments  in  power,  wl^ile 
$2,200,000,000  would  be  too  little  to  p^- 
mit  us  to  keep  the  Communists  from^ 
taking  over  France  and  Italy. 

I  concede  that  It  Is  extremely  difficult 
for  anyone  to  estimate  how  many  dollars 
it  will  take  in  1950-51  to  keep  each  coun¬ 
try  in  western  Europe  from  going  Com¬ 
munist.  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  say 
how  many  dollars  are  needed  in  1950-51 
to  unify  European  industry.  It  is  ex¬ 
tremely  difficult  to  say  how  many  dollars 
are  required  to  maintain  in  Europe  the 
spirit  of  hope  rather  than  despair. 

It  is  not  my  judgment  that  these 
things  can  be  accomplished  only  with 
a  sum  of  $2,657,000,000  and  that  an  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $2,200,000,000  would  make 
them  impossible. 

Unless  in  1950-51  the  spirit  of  Europe 
changes  from  hope  to  despair,  unless 
the  advance  toward  unification  is  re¬ 
versed,  and  unless  some  participating 
governments  are  taken  over  by  the  Com¬ 
munists,  I  do  not  believe  that  anyone 
can  charge  that  the  program  has  been 
wrecked. 

The  ECA  has  always  overestimated  its 
requirements  in  the  past.  Last  year 
when  the  watchdog  staff  estimated  that 
the  ECA  appropriation  request  could  be 
reduced  by  $740,000,000,  it  was  charged 
that  such  a  cut  would  wreck  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Nevertheless,  this  estimate  of  t^e 
staff  proved  to  be  almost  exactly  the 
amount  which  the  ECA  has  actually 
used. 

I  propose  therefore  that  therp  be  ap¬ 
propriated  approximately  $2,^00,000,000 
and  that  authority  be  granted  to  use 
the  carry-over  funds.  This 'will  provide 
approximately  $2,500,000,000  for  the  ECA 
programs  in  1950-51.  This  amount  is 
approximately  16  percefit  less  than  ECA 
estimates  its  requirements  for  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year.  Tiiis  is,  however,  the 
same  percentage  by  which  the  ECA  esti¬ 
mate  was  overstated  for  the  present  fis¬ 
cal  year.  I  am  sure  that  it  cannot  be 
shown  today  that  such  an  amount  would 
wreck  the  program. 

I  see  no  reason  why  the  reduction 
which  I  recommend  would  cause  western 
Europe  to  lose  confidence  in  us,  or  why  it 
would  hinder  steps  toward  integration, 
or  why  it  would  cause  any  participating 
government  to  fall. 

If  some  unforeseen  crisis  should  ap¬ 
pear  next  winter,  there  will  be  ample 


time  to  present  such  problems  to  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  for  his 
forceful  address  based  upon  the  analysis 
of  the  watchdog  committee  which  was 
appointed  to  supervise  and  investigate  ^ 
the  spending  of  ECA  funds.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  if  he  does  not 
feel  that  the  report  and  the  observations 
made  completely  justify  the  continuance 
of  that  committee  during  the  life  of  ECA? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  shall  answer  the 
Senator  as  follows :  It  has  been  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  serve  as  chairman  of  the  watch¬ 
dog  committee  during  the  Eighty-first 
Congress.  We  have  made  very  careful 
studies  and  very  careful  reports.  Some 
of  our  reports  have  been  put  into  the 
Congressional  Record.  All  of  them  have 
been  made  to  the  Congress.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment  it  would  be  a  colossal  mistake  to  do 
away  with  the  “watchdog  committee,” 
v^hich  was  established  by  the  Eightieth  ' 
Congress.  Under  existing  conditions,  the 
Sdhate  may  know  that  no  appropriation 
is  available  which  would  continue  the 
staff  bf  the  “watchdog  committee”  be-  ^ 
yond  th^  30th  day  of  June.  The  ECA  Au¬ 
thorization  Act,  a  reenactment  of  the  , 
1948  act,  went  through  Congress  some 
months  agol\^  The  act  carried  a  provision  , 
for  the  “watdhdog  committfee,”  but  car¬ 
ried  nothing  ih  the  way  of  an  appro-  ■ 
priation.  As  I  have  saidi  the  appropria¬ 
tion  will  en(|  dh  the  30th  of  this  ' 
month,  which  will  ^ave  a  legally  con¬ 
stituted  committee  "a?  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representati-^s  hamstrung  be-  «, 
cause  we  shall  have  no  Ineans  by  which  ; 
we  can  continue  with  our  staff.  Hence  .• 
there  will  be  no  means  of  carrying  out  ^ 
the  direction  of  the  legislation.  I  think 
it  would  be  a  great  mistake  to  have  that  ? 
situation  come  about.  ; 

We  had  some  difficulty  in  trying  to  put , 
the  item  into  the  appropriation  bill.  Just  ^ 
a  few  days  ago  the  Committee  on  Appro-  : 
prlations,  I  think  by  a  unanimous  vote, '' 
adopted  a  resolution  providing  that  the 
“watchdog  committee”  should  receive  its  ' 
money  from  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
Senate.  That  matter  is  now  pending  ■ 
before  the  Committee  on  Rules  and.  Ad-  ; 
ministration,  and  it  is  my  fervent  hope, : 
regardless  of  who  may  be  the  chairman  ; 
of  the  “watchdog  committee,”  for  the 
next  year  at  least,  that  the  item  will  be  ; 
approved  by  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  , 
Administration  and  that  the  “watchdog  : 
committee”  will  be  continued,  so  that  it  ; 
may  act  in  accordance  with  the  law.  ^ 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the  ' 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  the  judgment  of  • 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  ' 
Is  the  amount  of  the  proposed  appropri-  j 
■  ation  consistent  with  the  staff  and  per-  • 
sonnel  that  is  needed  to  continue  the  ac-  \ 
tivities  of  the  watchdog  committee? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  'Very  much  so.  I: 
wish  to  say  in  that  regard  that  the  Ap-  ^ 
propriations  Committee  cut  the  item! 
down  to  such  a  point  that  we  had  to ' 
reduce  the  staff,  and  very  capable  and  I 
competent  members  of  the  staff,  seeing] 
the  end  in  sight,  sought  other  employ¬ 


ment.  We  are  now  going  along  wi^ 
what  might  be  termed  a  skeleton  s1i*ra. 
It  is  a  very  competent  skeleton  sta^ff  If 
the  amount  suggested  by  the  Corhmit- 
tee  on  Appropriations  is  approv^  by  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion,  we  can  restaff  the  wat^dog  com¬ 
mittee  and  continue  to  do ^hat  I  think 
is  a  worth-while  job.  / 

INCHEAS'E  OP  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION— 

CONPERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  conference  report  on  House  bill 
6567,  to  increase  the  borrowing  power 
of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report, 
as  follows : 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert  the 
following : 

“Sec.  3.  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C.,  title  7, 
sec.  624) ,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“‘Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  ' 
Agriculture  has  reason  to  believe  that  any 
article  or  articles  are  being  or  are  practically 
certain  to  be  imported  into  the  United  States 
under  such  conditions  and  in  such  quantities 
as  to  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or 
materially  interfere  with,  any  program  or 
operation  undertaken  under  this  title  or  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  amended,  or  section  32,  Public  Law 
Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  ap¬ 
proved  August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  or  any 
loan,  purchase,  or  other  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  or  any  agency  operating  under  its 
direction,  with  respect  to  any  agricultural 
commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce 
substantially  the  amount  of  any  product 
processed  in  the  United  States,  from  any 
agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof 
with  respect  to  which  any  such  program  or 
operation  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  so 
advise  the  President,  and,  if  the  President 
agrees  that  there  is  reason  for  such  belief, 
the  President  shall  cause  an  immediate  in¬ 
vestigation  to  be  made  by  the  United  States 
Tariff  Commission,  which  shall  give  prece¬ 
dence  to  investigations  under  this  section  to 
determine  such  facts.  Such  investigation 
shall  be  made  after  due  notice  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  hearing  to  interested  parties,  and 
shall  be  conducted  subject  to  such  regula¬ 
tion  as  the  President  shall  specify. 

“  ‘(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation 
and  report  to  him  of  findings  end  recom¬ 
mendations  made  in  connection  therewith, 
the  President  finds  the  existence  of  such 
facts,  he  shall  by  proclamation  impose  such 
fees  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  ad  va¬ 
lorem  or  such  quantitative  limitations  on 
any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered, 
or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consump¬ 
tion  as  he  finds  and  declares  shown  by  such 
Investigation  to  be  necessary  in  order  that 
the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  mate- 
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rially  Interfere  with,  any  program  or  oper¬ 
ation  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  or  reduce  substantially  the  amount 
•)f  any  product  processed  in  the  United  States 
from  any  such  agricultural  commodity  or 
product  thereof  with  respect  to  which  any 
such  program  or  operation  is  being  under¬ 
taken:  Provided,  That  no  proclamation 
under  this  section  shall  Impose  any  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or 
articles  which  may  be  entered,  or  withdrawn 
from  warehouse,  for  consumption  which  re¬ 
duces  such  permissible  total  quantity  to  pro¬ 
portionately  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the 
total  quantity  of  such  article  or  articles 
which  was  entered,  or  withdrawn  from 
warehouse,  for  consumption  during  a  rep¬ 
resentative  period  as  determined  by  the 
President:  And  provided  further,  That  in 
designating  any  article  or  articles,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  may  describe  them  by  physical  quali¬ 
ties,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other  bases  as 
he  shall  determine. 

“‘(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  Imposed 
by  the  President  by  proclamation  under  this 
section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or 
modification  thereof,  shall  become  effective 
on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein  specified, 
and  such  fees  shall  be  treated  for  adminis¬ 
trative  purposes  and  for  the  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy- 
fovuth  Congress,  approved  August  24,  1935, 
as  amended,  as  duties  Imposed  by  the  Tarig 
Act  of  1930,  but  such  fees  shall  not  be  coni 
sldered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting 
any  prefetentlal  concession  under  any  inter¬ 
national  obligation  of  the  United  States. 

*“(d)  After  Investigation,  report,  finding, 
and  declaration  In  the  manner  provided  in 
the  case  of  a  proclamation  issued  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  proc¬ 
lamation  or  provision  of  such  proclamation 
may  be  suspended  or  terminated  by  the 
President  whenever  he  finds  and  proclaims 
that  the  circumstances  requiring  the  proc¬ 
lamation  or  provision  thereof  no  longer  exist 
or  may  be  modified  by  the  President  whenever 
he  finds  and  proclaims  that  changed  circum¬ 
stances  require  such  modification  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“‘(e)  Any  decision  of  the  President  as  to 
facts  under  this  section  shall  be  final. 

“‘(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section 
shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any 
treaty  or  other  International  agreement  to 
which  the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  be¬ 
comes  a  party:  but  no  International  agree¬ 
ment  or  amendment  to  r.n  existing  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  shall  hereafter  be  entered 
Into  which  does  not  permit  the  enforcement 
of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  articles 
and  countries  to  which  such  agreement  or 
amendment  is  applicable  to  the  full  extent 
that  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  as  heretofore  entered  into  by  the 
United  States,  permits  such  enforcement 
with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to 
which  such  general  agreement  is  applicable. 
Prescription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty  for  any 
article  than  that  prescribed  by  the  general 
agreement  on  tariffs,  and  trade  shall  not,  if 
subject  to  the  escape  provisions  of  such  gen¬ 
eral  agreement,  be  deemed  a  violation  of  this 
subsection.’  ’’ 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Scott  W.  Lucas, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Spessahd  L.  Holland, 
George  D.  Aiken, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Brent  Spence, 

Paul  Brown, 

Wright  Patman, 

Brooks  Hays, 

Jesse  P.  Wolcott, 

Ralph  A.  Gamble, 

Henry  O.  Talle, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  immediate  consideration  of  the  con- 

•fp»»PT1PP  TP'nATl' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Based  on  several  con¬ 
ferences  which  we  have  had  bn  the  sub¬ 
ject,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  may  be  possible  to  work  out  a  unani¬ 
mous  consent  agreement  to  vote  on  the 
conference  report  at  4  o’clock  on  Monday 
afternoon.  However,  before  submitting 
a  unanimous  consent  request,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Anderson 

Holland 

Millikin 

Benton 

Humphrey 

Morse 

Bricker 

Hunt 

Mundt 

Butler 

Ives 

Murray 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Myers 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Neely 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Robertson 

Connally 

Kem 

Russell 

Cordon 

Kerr 

Saltonstall 

Darby 

Kilgore 

Schoeppel 

Donnell 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Douglas 

Leahy 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Ecton 

Lehman 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

Lodge 

Stennis 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Utah 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Thye 

George 

McFarland 

Tydlngs 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Green 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Malone 

Williams 

Hendrickson  Martin 

Withers 

Hill 

The 

Maybank 

PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr, 

Stennis  in  the  chair).  A  quorum  is 
present. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  after 
making  some  inquiries  it  seems  it  will 
be  impossible  to  reach  a  vote  on  the 
conference  report  this  afternoon.  I 
therefore  make  the  unanimous-consent 
request  that  on  the  calendar  day  of  Mon¬ 
day,  June  26,  1950,  at  the  hour  of  4 
o’clock  p.  m.,  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote, 
without  further  debate,  upon  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  agree  to  the  conference  report 
on  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation;  that  the  time  be¬ 
tween  12  o’clock  and  4  o’clock  p.  m.  on 
said  day  be  equally  divided  between 
those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the 
report,  the  time  to  be  controlled,  re¬ 
spectively,  by  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Ellender]  and  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson]. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  do  not  intend 
to  object,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  made  in¬ 
quiry  in  the  forepart  of  this  week  as  to 
what  we  might  expect  respecting  the 
calendar  of  business  for  this  Week,  and 
the  majority  leader  at  that  time  gave 
me  quite  definite  information  about  what 
we  had  to  expect,  and  what  he  hoped  we 
would  be  able  to  accomplish  before  the 
end  of  the  week. 

I  realize  fully  that  no  one  can  pre¬ 
dict  what  the  Senate  will  do  or  how 


much  time  will  be  required  on  a  legisla¬ 
tive  measure.  Nevertheless,  knowing 
that  the  conference  report  on  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  bill  would  be 
taken  up  today,  and  not  expecting  more 
than  a  couple  of  hours  of  discussion  on 
it,  I  canceled  meetings  at  which  I  had 
arranged  to  be  present  this  week  end, 
and  had  them  postponed  until  next  week. 
It  is  not  possible  for  me  to  leave  Minne¬ 
sota  until  7:15  on  Tuesday  morning. 
That  will  bring  me  back  into  Washing¬ 
ton  before  2  o’clock  Tuesday  afternoon, 
providing  we  have  flying  weather  that 
will  permit  us  to  take  off  in  Minnesota 
and  land  in  Washington. 

If  the  vote  comes  on  Monday  after¬ 
noon  at  4  o’clock  I  shall  not  be  here.  I 
regret  that  I  cannot  be  here,  because 
I  am  a  member  of  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate  who  have  Anally 
signed  the  report.  I  signed  it  reluc¬ 
tantly.  For  that  reason  I  should  like 
to  be  present  when  the  report  is  Anally 
considered  and  passed  upon.  So  if  there 
is  acceptance  of  a  request  to  vote  at  4 
o’clock  on  Monday  I  shall  regret  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  may  I  make  an 
inquiry  of  the  distinguished  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader?  In  the  event  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  is  entered  into, 
and  I  hope  it  will  be,  the  conference  re¬ 
port  will  then  be  the  pending  business, 
and,  of  course,  win  be  open  to  debate 
until  the  Senate  recesses  when  it  is 
through  with  its  business  today.  Is  it 
the  intention  of  the  distinguished  act¬ 
ing  majority  leader  to  keep  the  report 
as  the  pending  business,  or  in  the  event 
there  is  not  sufficient  debate  upon  it  to¬ 
day  to  occupy  the  remaining  time,  is  it 
the  intention  to  take  up  something  else? 
I  should  like  to  know,  because  several 
Senators  are  wondering  whether  or  not 
there  might  be  a  vote  on  something  else 
before  the  conclusion  of  the  Senate's 
session  today. 

Mr.  MYEIRS.  I  can  reply  to  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  in  this  manner.  I  think 
there  are  probably  sufficient  speeches  to 
be  made  today  on  the  conference  report 
to  occupy  the  remainder  of  the  time.  If 
there  are  no  further  speeches,  then,  as 
we  reach  an  appropriate  hour,  I  think 
we  should  recess  and  not  resume  the 
consideration  of  the  military-assistance 
bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  an  observation? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  is  now  only  2:25  p.  m. 
The  afternoon  is  long.  I  believe  it 
would  be  good  business  and  good  policy 
to  undertake  to  have  the  speeches  that 
are  to  be  made,  delivered  this  afternoon, 
and  try  to  arrive  at  a  vote  on  this  meas¬ 
ure  before  we  recess  this  evening.  There 
are  mapy  hours  remaining  before  a  rea¬ 
sonable  time  for  taking  a  recess  arrives. 
I  do  not  believe  there  will  be  speeches 
on  this  question  so  lengthy  that  we  would 
run  into  a  late  hour  this  evening  before 
arriving  at  a  vote  on  the  question. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  should 
like  to  reply  to  the  Senator  from  Minne- 
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sota  in  this  manner;  I  endeavored  to  se¬ 
cure  unanimous-consent  agreement  for 
voting  at  1  or  2  o’clock  on  Monday,  and 
those  who  are  objecting  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  refused  to  enter  into  such  an 
agreement,  because  they  really  believe 
that  they  needed  not  only  the  time  re¬ 
maining  today,  but  a  few  hours  on  Mon¬ 
day  to  discuss  the  conference  report. 
Personally  I  should  be  very  happy  if  we 
could  get  the  report  out  of  the  vray  to¬ 
day,  by  voting  on  it  later  in  the  after¬ 
noon,  but  I  have  been  informed  by  a 
number  of  Senators  that  it  will  be  im¬ 
possible  to  secure  a  vote  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  wish  to  say  that 
some  unanimous-consent  agreements 
result  in  delaying  the  legislative  work  of 
the  Senate.  I  have  seen  unanimous- 
consent  agreements  arrived  at  to  vote  at 
a  certain  hour,  after  which  there  was 
no  Senator  on  the  floor  ready  to  speak 
on  the  subject  involved,  and  the  Senate 
was  obliged  to  recess  for  as  much  as  an 
hour  and  a  half  in  midafternoon  because 
no  Senator  wanted  to  take  up  the  time 
to  speak.  That  is  the  difficulty  and  the 
trouble  with  respect  to  arriving  at  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreements.  We  arrive  at 
them,  and  then  we  mark  time,  as  a  sol¬ 
dier  would  say,  for  hours  without  con¬ 
tinuing  discussion  of  the  question  under 
consideration,  waiting  only  for  the  hour 
to  vote  to  arrive. 

I, regret  exceedingly  that  we  cannot 
proceed  with  the  report  now.  I  hope  we 
can  at  least  pass  it  over  until  next  Tues¬ 
day  at  4  o’clock,  by  entering  into  a  unan¬ 
imous-consent  agreement  to  vote  at  that 
time,  and  in  the  meantime  consider 
some  other  measure. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  and  I  shall  not  object,  I  should 
like  to  say  that  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
sympathy  for  the  point  of  view  expressed 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
ThyeI.  I  should  like  very  much  to  have 
Senator  from  Minnesota  present  not  only 
when  the  vote  is  taken  but  when  most  of 
the  debate  on  this  matter  takes  place, 
because  as  one  of  the  conferees,  I  prize 
very  highly  his  point  of  view  on  matters 
affecting  American  agriculture.  As  he 
knows,  I  seek  his  counsel  constantly  in 
regard  to  agricultural  problems,  along 
with  that  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]. 

As  one  who  objects  to  voting  this  after¬ 
noon,  I  want  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  that  I  prefer  not  to  vote  this 
afternoon  for  two  reasons.  I  have 
checked  into  the  question  of  a  roll  call, 
and  I  feel  that  we  will  be  in  a  much  bet¬ 
ter  position  to  defeat  the  conference 
report  Monday  than  we  will  be  this  after¬ 
noon.  I  want  to  be  very  frank  about 
that. 

Second,  I  think  it  is  going  to  take  the 
week  end  for  some  of  my  colleagues  in 
the  Senate  to  be  fully  apprised  as  to  the 
attitude  of  America’s  farm  organizations 
in  regard  to  the  conference  report.  Be¬ 
fore  the  week  end  is  over  I  think  they  will 
hear  from  those  farm  organizations,  as 
they  are  very  much  opposed  to  the  con¬ 


ference  report,  because  they  feel  that 
grea’t  damage  would  be  done  American 
agriculture  if  the  report  were  adopted. 
I  quite  agree  with  the  farm  organiza¬ 
tions.  I  would  have  no  objection  if  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  could  be 
worked  out  with  the  acting  majority 
leader  to  vote  on  Tuesday  at  4  o’clock, 
with  the  understanding  that  on  Monday 
we  take  up  some  other  measure,  begin¬ 
ning  at  12  o’clock  noon,  and  devote  our 
time  on  Monday  to  it,  and  then  vote  on 
the  confei’ence  report  on  Tuesday  after¬ 
noon  at  4  o’clock  But  I  have  no  juris¬ 
diction  at  all  in  that  matter. 

I  am  satisfied  that  if  the  intention  is 
to  have  the  conference  report  voted  on 
this  afternoon  the  debate  which  will  oc¬ 
cur  will  be  so  prolonged  that  it  will  not 
be  possible  to  reach  a  vote  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  this  afternoon,  because  I 
think  a  serious  mistake  has  been  com¬ 
mitted  in  the  conference  report.  In  my 
opinion,  those  of  us  who  are  doing  what 
we  can  to  protect  the  best  interests  of 
American  agriculture  must  make  a  com¬ 
plete  record  on  this  particular  confer¬ 
ence  report,  because  I  believe  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  conference  report  is  v/orse 
than  nothing  on  this  subject  matter.  I 
think  we  should  go  back  to  the  Magnu- 
son-Morse  amendment  and  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  join  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  in  saying  that  I  feel  reason¬ 
ably  certain  that  there  is  not  enough 
time  left  this  afternoon  to  debate  this 
matter  as  it  should  be  debated.  I  am 
agreeable  to  having  the  vote  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report  taken  either  on  Monday 
or  on  Tuesday,  but  I  do  know  that  there 
are  quite  a  few  points  which  should  and 
will  be  brought  out  in  the  debate  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield.. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
asked  to  be  recognized  in  order  that  I 
may  comment  on  the  remarks  of  the  very 
able  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse].  He  said  the  farm  organiza¬ 
tions  are  very  unhappy  about  the  con¬ 
ference  committee’s  report  relative  to 
what  we  call  the  Magnuson  amendment. 
I  personally  stated  earlier  that  I  myself 
was  very  unhappy  about  the  conference 
report,  and  I  signed  it  very  reluctantly. 
But  after  I  learned  that  it  was  utterly 
and  absolutely  impossible  to  obtain  any 
agreement  from  the  other  branch  of  the 
Congress,  the  House  of  Representatives, 
as  to  the  inclusion  of  different  language 
in  the  conference  report,  I  finally  agreed 
to  sign  this  conference  report,  because 
it  already  is  late  in  the  season;  today, 
is  June  23,  and  the  combines  are  in  op¬ 
eration  in  the  Southwest,  and  the  har¬ 
vest  is  moving  north,  and  the  entire 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s  pro¬ 
gram  is  awaiting  the  final  action  on  this 
matter.  Every  day  we  delay  action  on 
this  piece  of  legislation,  that  much  later 
will  be  the  final  report,  coming  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  which 
gives  the  farmer  any  assurance  of  what 
his  support  program  for  this  year  will  be. 


It  was  for  that  reason — because  of  the 
lateness  in  the  year  and  the  positive 
knowledge  that  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  would  not  yield  to  us — that  I 
finally  agreed  to  sign  this  particular 
conference  report,  but  I  did  so  most  un¬ 
happily. 

I  wish  to  say  that  every  day  we  delay 
the  enactment  of  this  measure,  we  are 
creating  a  greater  confusion  in  the  agri¬ 
cultural  areas  of  the  Nation,  because  of 
the  lack  of  a  fonn-support-program  an¬ 
nouncement. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  merely  wish 
to  assure  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
that  there  is  no  disposition  on  the  part 
of  those  of  us  who  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  delay  this  matter.  We  appre¬ 
ciate  the  necessity  of  having  something 
done  about  the  conference  report  by  the 
end  of  the  month.  However,  we  feel 
very  strongly  about  the  amendment.  We 
think  it  is  very  greatly  in  the  interest 
of  the  agriculture  of  the  United  States, 
and  we  want  to  make  the  fight  on  that 
basis. 

I  was  merely  going  to  suggest  to  the 
acting  majority  leader  that  if  it  were 
possible,  if  some  other  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  could  be  taken  up  on  Monday  or 
even  during  the  remainder  of  today, 
without  having  a  vote  on  it,  then  per¬ 
haps  we  could  vote  on  the  conference 
report  on  Tuesday  at  4  o’clock— setting 
the  conference  report  aside  until  then. 
If  that  decision  were  reached,  we  could 
then  either  vote  up  or  vote  down  the 
conference  report  at  that  time.  Of 
course,  the  report  must  be  adopted  by 
the  end  of  the  month. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  that  the 
proper  procedure — and  I  am  sure  the 
acting  majority  leader  will  agree — is  to 
attempt  to  have  favorable  action  taken 
on  the  proposal  to  have  the  vote  on  the 
conference  report  taken  on  Monday  af¬ 
ternoon.  Certainly  I  could  not  agree  to 
the  suggestion  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington  that  the  conference  report 
be  set  aside  and  that  the  Senate  take 
up  some  other  measure,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  an  announcement  was  made, 
as  all  Members  of  the  Senate  know,  that 
the  business  before  the  Senate  this  af¬ 
ternoon  would  be  the  conference  report 
on  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
bill. 

Of  course,  whenever  an  attempt  is 
made  to  obtain  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  it  is  very  difficult  to  satisfy 
everyone.  However,  if  Monday  is  not 
satisfactory,  then  I  certainly  would  sug¬ 
gest  that  the  acting  majority  leader 
make  a  proposal  to  have  the  vote  on  the 
conference  report  taken  some  time  later 
W00k 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  wiU 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  Impression 
seems  to  have  been  created  that  we  are 
operating  against  a  deadline,  so  far  as 
this  measure  is  concerned — a  deadline 
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of  June  30,  or  some  such  date.  How¬ 
ever,  Mr.  President,  there  is  no  deadline 
so  far  as  the  adoption  of  this  conference 
report  is  concerned.  There  is  no  rea¬ 
son  in  the  world  why  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  not  already  announced 
his  1950  wheat  program,  unless  he  arbi¬ 
trarily  sees  fit  to  hold  it  up  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  force  Congress  to  adopt  this 
conference  report.  If  any  farmer  in  the 
Midwest  or  elsewhere  is  having  any  trou¬ 
ble  in  getting  his  loans,  I  wish  he  would 
tell  us  about  it,  because  there  is  abso¬ 
lutely  nothing  which  prohibits  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  from  taking  care 
of  all  the  farmers  in  this  matter;  and 
certainly  they  should  be  taken  care  of, 
regardless  of  whether  we  as  individual 
Senators  agree  on  the  law  which  is  now 
on  the  statute  books. 

I  am  not  going  to  object  to  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  postpone  the  vote  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report  until  Monday;  but  I  do 
not  wish  the  Senate  to  be  under  the  mis¬ 
apprehension  that  a  deadline  is  involved, 
or  to  operate  under  any  alleged  threat 
from  the  administration  that  there  is  a 
deadline  which  much  be  met  or  other¬ 
wise  the  agricultural  program  will  be 
sabotaged. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  am¬ 
ple  funds  now  on  hand  to  carry  out  his 
announced  programs  and  I  will  discuss 
this  phase  further  Monday. 

Furthermore  I  call  particular  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  this  Corporation 
which  is  seeking  another  $2,000,000,000 
has  still  not  submitted  their  audited  re¬ 
ports  to  the  Congress  for  their  operations 
during  the  period  since  June  30,  1947. 
And  as  I  pointed  out  last  week,  the  Cor¬ 
poration  as  of  June  30,  1947,  found  it 
necessary  to  write  off  over  $96,000,000  in 
order  to  balance  their  books. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned  those  books 
for  the  years  1948,  1949  are  going  to  be 
delivered  to  the  Senate  before  they  get 
another  dime. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  from  Dela- 
.  are  has  said  there  are  ample  funds,  and 
that  there  is  no  reason  why  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  cannot  announce  the 
program.  The  Senator  is  correct,  in 
that  the  funds  available  are  ample  to 
permit  announcement  of  a  support  pro¬ 
gram  for  wheat,  and  possibly  to  permit 
announcement  of  a  support  program  for 
some  of  the  other  basic  commodities 
which  may  come  to  harvest  early  in  this 
particular  calendar  year. 

However,  let  us  remember  that  the 
diversified  farmer  and  the  other  type 
of  farmer — as  distinguished  from  wheat, 
cotton,  or  corn  farmers — have  just  as 
much  right  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  funds  as  any  other  groups 
of  farmers  do.  If  the  Secretary  of 
Agricultm’e  were  to  obligate  all  the  pres¬ 
ent  funds  to  the  crop  now  coming  on — 
in  other  words,  the  crop  now  in  harvest — 
there  would  be  no  funds  left  to  support 
poultry,  pork,  dairy  products,  citrus 
fruits,  or  some  of  the  other  nonbasics. 

I  think  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  in  mind  that  when  he  announces 
the  program,  he  must  know  whether  he 
has  sufficient  funds  to  go  through  with 


it  in  regard  to  the  perishables  or  the 
nonbasics,  as  well  as  the  basic  com¬ 
modities,  the  price  of  which  by  law  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  mandatorily 
bound  to  support. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous  consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania? 
The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  reply  to  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  just  said,  but  before  doing  so, 
I  have  no  objection  to  having  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  entered  into. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  reserve  the  right  to  object? 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
unanimous-consent  request  agreed  to? 
If  it  is,  I  shall  then  be  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Delaware  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  reply. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  has  not  finally  announced  that  it 
was  agreed  to.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  object? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  do  not  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  unanimous  consent  entered  into. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement,  as 
i-educed  to  writing,  is  as  follows: 

Ordered,  That  on  the  calendar  day  of 
Monday,  June  26,  1950,  at  the  hour  of  4 
o’clock  p.  m.,  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote, 
without  further  debate,  upon  the  question 
of  agreeing  to  the  conference  report  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the  borrowing 
power  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Ordered  further.  That  the  time  between  12 
o’clock  and  4  o’clock  p.  m.  on  said  day  be 
equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and 
those  opposing  the  report  and  controlled,  re¬ 
spectively,  by  Mr.  Ellender  and  Mr.  Magntt- 

SON. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  desire  to  say,  in  reply  to  what  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  just  said, 
that  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  was 
pointing  out  the  fact  that  the  combines 
are  now  operating  in  the  Midwest,  and 
that  the  farmers  there  were  going  to  be 
confronted  with  a  serious  problem. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  the  Senator  will  permit 
a  correction,  I  did  not  refer  to  com¬ 
bines  operating  in  the  Midwest,  but  in  the 
extreme  Southwest. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  The  extreme  South¬ 
west  is  what  I  meant.  The  farmers  of 
that  area  will  not  be  up  against  any  prob¬ 
lem  at  all,  if  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
will  carry  out  the  instructions  of  the 
Congress  and  will  administer  the  law,  for 
which  he  has  the  necessary  money  avail¬ 
able.  The  only  reason  in  the  world  why 
he  would  place  any  farmer  in  an  em- 
barassing  position  today  is  because  he 
wants  to  put  a  little  pressure  on  Congress 
to  give  him  this  $2,000,000,000  increased 
borrowing  power. 

ENLISTMENT  OF  ALIENS  IN  REGULAR 
ARMY 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Sten- 
Nis  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the  Senate 
the  amendments  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  the  bill  (S.  2269)  to  provide 
for  the  enlistment  of  aliens  in  the  Regu¬ 
lar  Army,  which  were,  on  page  1,  line  5, 
strike  out  “1951”  and  insert  “1953”;  on 
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page  1,  line  6,  after  “enlistments”,  insert 
“or  reenlistments”;  on,  page  1,  line  7  and 
8,  strike  out  “ten  thousand”  and  insert 
“two  thousand  five  hundred”;  on  page  1, 
line  8,  after  “unmarried”,  insert  “male”; 
on  page  2,  line  4,  after  “determine”,  in¬ 
sert  “;  Provided,  That  persens  enlisted 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be 
integrated  into  established  units  with  cit¬ 
izen  soldiers  and  not  segregated  into  sep¬ 
arate  organizations  for  aliens”;  on  page 
2,  line  17,  strike  out  “1951”  and  insert 
“1953”,  and  on  page  3,  line  3,  after  “shall”, 
Insert  “if  otherwise  qualified  for  citizen¬ 
ship,  and  after  completion  of  five  or  more 
years  of  military  service,  if  honorably  dis¬ 
charged  therefrom.” 

•  Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
Senate  bill  which  was  reported  unani¬ 
mously  by  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
of  the  Senate.  It  was  passed  by  the 
Senate  unanimously.  The  purpose  of 
the  bill  is  to  authorize  the  enlistment  in 
the  Army  of  10,000  selected  aliens.  The 
House  took  the  Senate  bill  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee, 
but  reduced  the  number  from  10,000  to 
2,500.  It  was  then  passed  by  the  House, 
yesterday. 

Let  me  say  that  the  bill  is  strongly  de¬ 
sired  by  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army, 
which  is  due  to  the  fact  that  World  War 
II  proved  that  it  is  vitally  necessary  that 
we  have  within  the  ranks  men  who  un¬ 
derstand  the  languages,  customs,  people, 
terrain,  and  weapons  of  different  nations. 
I  know  of  no  objection  to  the  bill.  The 
change  from  10,000  to  2,500  has  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  chairman  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mi’.  TydingsI,  with  whom  I 
have  consulted.  I  therefore  move  that 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  House  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts. 

•The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION — 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagi’eeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  in¬ 
crease  the  borrowing  power  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  ELLENDEtt.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  now  has  under  consideration  the 
conference  report  agreed  upon  by  the 
conferees  appointed  by  this  body,  on 
H.  R.  6557.  I  may  say  the  House  has 
already  adopted  the  report,  and  it  is 
now  up  to  the  Senate  to  do  likewise, 
in  order  that  the  bill  may  be  sent  to 
the  President  for  his  signature. 

I  thought  it  might  be  advisable  at  this 
time  for  me  to  give  a  brief  history  of 
the  amendment  to  section  22  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  it  has 
been  made  part  of  the  report  we  are 
now  considering.  It  will  be  recalled  that 
the  Senate  adopted  the  House  version 
of  the  bill  and  added  to  it  the  so-called 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment,  which 
seeks  to  amend  section  22  in  three  re¬ 
spects.  Under  section  22  of  the  present 
law,  whenever  the  President  has  reason 
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to  believe  that  any  article  or  articles 
are  being  or  are  practically  certain  to 
be  imported  into  the  United  States 
under  such  conditions  and  such  quan¬ 
tities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render 
ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with, 
any  farm  program,  he  may  require  the 
Tariff  Commission  to  investigate  the 
matter  and,  upon  the  finding  of  that 
Commission,  he  may  decide  under  that 
section  whether  to  increase  the  tariff, 
or  impose  a  quota  on  goods  being  im¬ 
ported  into  this  country. 

The  Magnuson  amendment,  in  the 
first  instance,  changes  that  portion  of 
section  22  and  places  the  responsibility 
on  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  ini¬ 
tiate  these  proceedings.  Second,  in¬ 
stead  of  having  the  Tariff  Commission 
make  the  final  investigation,  as  is  now 
provided  by  the  law,  the  Magnuson 
amendment  would  make,  it  read  so  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  in¬ 
vestigate  the  matter  and  make  all  find¬ 
ings  and  reports  to  the  President. 

The  third  and  most  important  change 
is  with  respect  to  subsection  (f)  of  sec¬ 
tion  22  of  the  present  law. 

Subsection  (f)  provides  specifically 
that  no  proclamation  under  section  22 
shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of 
any  treaty  or  other  international  agree¬ 
ments  to  which  the  United  States  is  or 
hereafter  becomes  a  party.  The  signifi¬ 
cant  change  made  by  the  so-called  Mag¬ 
nuson  amendment  to  that  particular 
subsection  (f)  is  that  it  reverses  the 
order,  in  that  it  provides  that  no  inter¬ 
national  agreement  may  hereafter  be 
entered  into  or  present  agreements  ex¬ 
tended  beyond  their  termination  dates 
which  do  not  reserve  the  right  of  this 
country  to  invoke  section  22  whenever 
the  President  decides  to  do  so.  That  is 
the  distinction  between  the  present  law 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Magnuson 
amendment.  The  House  did  not  pass 
upon  that  issue. 

We  went  into  conference,  and  of 
course  met  with  strenuous  opposition 
to  the  Magnuson  amendment  on  the  part 
of  the  House  conferees.  We  met  on  two 
occasions,  and  finally  came  to  an  agree¬ 
ment.  It  is  true  that  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  did  not  get  all  they  sought,  but  I 
believe  that  some  progress  has  been  made 
toward  carrying  out  the  policies  and 
protective  provisions  of  section  22  of  the 
present  law.  /  The  conferees  agreed  to 
reenactment  of  the  present  law,  with  two 
changes.  Instead  of  the  President’s 
initiating  the  investigation  as  to  whether 
goods  should  be  prevented,  under  the 
provisions  of  section  22,  from  coming 
into  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  to  initiate  the  inquiry ,]fhe 
same  as  is  provided  in  the  Magnuson 
amendment,  with  the  addition  that  after 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  makes  his 
finding  he  shall  so  advise  the  President, 
and  if  the  President  shall  agree  that 
there  is  reason  for  such  relief,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  required  to  cause  an  immediate 
investigation  to  be  made  by  the  United 
States  Tariff  Commission  to  determine 
the  facts. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 


Mr.  THYE.  Has  the  Senator  seen  the 
letter  sent  out  by  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  relative  to  section  22? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  state  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  that  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  many  letters,  but  I  do  not  recall 
that  particular  letter. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  the  Senator  will  yield, 
I  should  like  to  read  one  paragraph  of 
the  letter,  because  it  is  relevant  to  the 
remarks  which  the  Senator  has  made 
with  reference  to  the  entire  question. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  entire  letter  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point.  It  is  a  letter 
addressed  to  me  by  Mr.  J.  Don  Parel, 
associate  director  of  the  Washington 
ofiSce  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hill 
in  the  chair).  Without  objection,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

The  letter  is  as  follows: 


American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  15,  1950. 
Hon.  Edward  J.  Thye, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Thye:  In  compliance  with 
your  request  concerning  the  views  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  conferees’  action  on  section  22 
of  H.  R.  6567,  they  are  as  follows; 

Section  22  was  designed  to  protect  United 
States  agriculture  from  Imports  when  such 
imports  would  cause  undue  hardships  to 
domestic  producers  of  like  commodities. 

The  proposed  conference  amendment  to 
section  22  does  not  accomplish  the  original 
objective  of  section  22  to  which  we  are  com¬ 
mitted  by  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion  resolution. 

If  the  Congress  accepts  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  the  situation  will  be  improved  if  the 
legislative  history  includes  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  conference  amendment  showing 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 
under  the  conference  amendment  section  22 
could  be  invoked  when  acreage  ailotments, 
marketing  quotas,  or  marketing  agreements 
are  in  force  with  regard  to  any  agricultural 
commodity  or  when  surpluses  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  are  being  used  for  school- 
lunch  and  other  domestic-consumer  pro¬ 
grams. 


Sincerely, 


Don  Parel, 

Associate  Director,  Washington  Office. 


Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  last 
paragraph  of  the  letter  covers  the  main 
question.  It  reads  as  follows: 

If  the  Congress  accepts  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  the  situation  will  be  Improved  if  the 
legislative  history  Includes  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  co;iference  amendment  showing 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that 
under  the  conference  amendment  section  22 
could  be  Invoked  when  acreage  allotments, 
marketing  quotas,  or  marketing  agreements 
are  in  force  with  regard  to  any  agricultural 
commodity,  or  when  surpluses  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  are  being  used  for  school- 
lunch  and  other  domestic-consumer  pro¬ 
grams. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
course  of  my  remarks  I  shall  bring  out 
that  point.  I  believe,  as  the  letter  states, 
that  the  language  contained  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  is  an  improvement  on  the 
present  law.  Under  the  present  law  it  is 
optional  that  the  President  continue  the 
safeguards  that  are  contained  in  article 
XI  of  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs 


and  trade,  but  this  new  language  makes 
it  obligatory  on  him  to  incorporate  these 
safeguards  in  any  future  agreements 
or  amendments  to  existing  agreements. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  I  may  ask  a  further 
question  of  the  Senator,  if  that  becomes 
mandatory  on  the  President,  then  why 
was  the  Magnuson  amendment  emascu¬ 
lated  in  the  manner  in  which  it  was? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  state  to  my 
distinguished  friend  that  we  were  deal¬ 
ing  in  conference;  we  dealt  with  House 
Members  who  had  not  considered  this 
proposal,  and  they  made  us  a  proposition 
which  we  accepted.  I  think  it  is  a  de¬ 
cided  improvement  on  the  present  law. 

Mr.  THYE.  As  the  Senator  so  well 
knows,  I  was  a  member  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee,  and  the  Senator  knows 
as  well  as  I  do  that  we  did  not  yield  un¬ 
til  we  felt  that  every  effort  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate  conferees  had  been  ex¬ 
hausted.  Some  of  us  felt  it  was  useless 
to  debate  it  any  longer,  and  we  either 
had  to  report  that  we  were  in  disagree¬ 
ment  or  we  had  to  sign  what  we  had  be¬ 
fore  us  and  report  it  to  the  Senate.  I  was 
most  unhappy  when  I  signed  it,  because 
I  felt  we  were  suggesting  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  what  we  hoped  he  would  do,  but  I 
^  did  not  feel  that  we  wrote  anything  into 
the  law  which  made  it  mandatory  on  the 
part  of  the  President  to  do  something. 
That  is  why  I  read  the  paragraph  from 
this  letter,  so  as  to  make  certain  that  the 
very  able  Senator  from  Louisiana  would 
agree  specifically  that  what  we,  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  conference  committee  and 
Members  of  the  Congress,  want,  so  far 
as  the  Senate  is  concerned,  is  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  very  position  stated  in 
the  letter  from  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation.  That  is  what  we  ex¬ 
pect  of  the  President  and  what  we  ex¬ 
pect  of  the  officials  of  the  Cpmmodity 
Credit  Corporation,  including  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  What  we  hoped  for 
and  what  the  Magnuson  amendment  in¬ 
tended,  was  to  do  that  which  is  stated  in 
-the  paragraph  of  the  letter  which  I  read. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  propose  to  dis¬ 
cuss  with  the  Senate  a  little  later  the 
provisions  of  the  general  agreement 
dealing  with  the  very  subjects  to  which 
the  Senator  has  referred.  It  makes  it 
obligatory  on  the  President  when  nego¬ 
tiating  new  agreements  or  changes  in 
existing  agreements  to  include  the  per¬ 
tinent  provisions  now  contained  in 
GATT. 

Mr.  President,  just  before  I  was  inter¬ 
rupted — 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
yielding  to  me.  I  realize  that  he  yielded 
for  more  than  a  question.  He  permit¬ 
ted  me  to  speak  my  real  thoughts  and 
convictions  on  the  question. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  was  very  glad  to 
yield  to  my  distinguished  friend  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  shall  not  get  into 
a  discussion  with  the  distinguished  Sen- 
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ator  from  Louisiana  with  reference  to 
this  amendment,  because  I  appreciate 
the  problems  of  the  conference,  and  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  fact  that  the  objective 
sought  by  the  change  of  the  amendment 
w^as  somewhat  along  the  lines  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  agreement,  but  I  hope  that  before 
we  are  through  with  the  discussion  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  will  discuss  the 
practical  angle.  Experience  has  taught 
us  many  times  that  with  the  processes 
W’hich  are  now  in  effect,  by  th^  time  we 
get  around  to  achieving  any  action  on 
the  matter  the  damage  has  already  been 
done. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand  the 
Magnuson  amendment,  it  is  not  retro¬ 
active:  it  applies  to  future  agreements. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  pending  bill  also  applies  to 
future  agreements.  It  prohibits  the 
President  from  entering  into  agreements 
which  do  not  permit  the  imposition  of 
quotas  under  section  22  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  article  XI  of  the  United 
Nations  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  or  which  do  not  permit  increases 
in  duties  under  section  22  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  article  XIX  of  such  general 
agreement.  Today,  in  entering  into  new 
agreements,  he  can  disregard  the  policy 
of  articles  XI  and  XIX  entirely,  or  he  can 
further  limit  their  scope.  We  have  pro¬ 
vided  that,  the  President  must  in  the 
future  make  international  agreements  in 
accord  with  the  exceptions  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  articles  XI  and  XIX  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade.  I 
am  saying  to  my  friend  that  this  is,  to 
my  mind,  an  improvement  on  what  we 
now  have,  because  as  I  have  indicated, 
under  subsection  (f )  of  section  22  he  can 
bypass  section  22,  but  we  are  making  it 
obligatory  on  him  to  continue  the  safe¬ 
guards  of  articles  XI  and  XIX  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Of  course,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  appreciates  that  it 
has  been  bypassed  on  many  occasions. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  For  the  reason  that 
subsection  (f )  of  section  22  gave  him  full 
authority  to  bypass  it.  He  could  use  his 
own  discretion  in  entering  into  trade 
agreements.  However,  Congress  is  tell¬ 
ing  him,  “You  must  make  future  agree¬ 
ments  which  are  consistent  with  the 
policy  of  articles  XI  and  XIX  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade.” 

The  questions  anticipated  a  little  what 
I  was  going  to  say.  Now  that  we  are  on 
the  subject  I  may  as  well  discuss  it.  As 
I  tried  to  indicate,  the  agreement  reached 
by  the  conference  committee  leaves  sec¬ 
tion  22  as  it  is  now  written  with  two  ex¬ 
ceptions,  one  exception  being  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  made  respon- 
"slble  for  initiating  action  instead  of  the 
President.  After  the  Secretary  comes  to. 
a  conclusion,  he  advises  the  President, 
and  if  the  President  agrees  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  the  President  proceeds,  as  now 
provided  under  section  22,  to  have  the 
Tariff  Commission  investigate  the  facts 
and  make  a  finding. 

I  come  now  specifically  to  what  may 
be  termed  the  meat  in  the  coconut.  I 
refer  to  subsection  (f) . 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 


Mr.  ELLENDER'.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  THYE.  This  is  the  language 
which  is  in  the  report.  It  says: 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  or  any 
agency  operating  under  its  direction,  with, 
respect  to  any*  agricultural  commodity  or 
product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially 
the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the 
United  States  from  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to 
which  any  such  program  or  operation  is 
being  undertaken,  he  shall  so  advise  the 
President,  and,  if  the  President  agrees  that 
there  is  reason  for  such  belief,  the  President 
shall  cause  an  Immediate  investigation  to 
be  made  by  the  United  States  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission. 

I  am  afraid  of  that  “if,”  and  I  was 
afraid  of  it  at  the  time  I  reluctantly 
signed  the  conference  report.  It  says, 
“if  the  President  agrees.”  The  Presi¬ 
dent  may  not  agree.  He  has  what  might 
be  called  a  mile  of  latitude  in  the  word 
“if.”  That  is  what  I  was  concerned 
about  when  I  reluctantly  signed  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
an  appointee  of  the  President.  He  acts 
under  the  President,  and  the  President 
in  the  past  has  been  given  discretionary 
powers  over  the  entire  executive  depart¬ 
ment.  That  is  really  the  reason  for  the 
language.  We  cannot  make  it  obliga¬ 
tory  upon  the  President  to  cari'y  out  the 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  if  it  is  not  a 
fact  that  the  conference  committee  had 
the  feeling  that  the  provision  as  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  conference  report,  which  re¬ 
quired  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
take  afiirmative  action  by  making  a  re¬ 
port  of  a  threat  to  the  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  Nation,  or  any  particular  por¬ 
tion  thereof  which  was  under  a  support- 
price  program,  would  itself  bring  a 
greater  guaranty  to  American  agricul¬ 
ture  than  would  anything  in  the  present 
law. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes:  and  that  ac¬ 
tion  would  be  taken.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

/  Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
jit  w’as  the  view  of  the  conferees — I  be- 
'  lieve  it  was  the  unanimous  view  of  the 
I  conferees — that  agi’iculture  would  re¬ 
ceive  much  greater  protection  by  having 
a  positive,  afiBrmative  requirement  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  when  there 
was  a  threat,  must  take  action  and  would 
take  action,  than  to  have,  as  under  the 
present  law,  no  such  requirement,  in 
which  case  there  is  no  assurance  of  initi¬ 
ating  any  action  whatsoever? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  That  is  absolutely  true. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Therefore  it  would  be 
much  more  likely  that  the  Pi-esident 
would  take  action  in  requiring  the  in¬ 
vestigation  by  the  Tariff  Commission - - 

Ml’.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 


''  Mr.  HOLLAND.  Since  the  Secretary 
/  of  Agriculture  had  taken  cfQcial  action 
1  to  protect  an  ofBcial  program  existing 
under  a  law  of  the  United  States  and 
‘  supported  by  appropriations  made  by  the 
Oongress  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.' ELLENDER.  '  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  the  Senator  still  of 
the  opinion  that  that  one  provision 
brings  about  a  much  more  effective  ini¬ 
tiation  of  the  program  than  that  em- 
tiraced  in  the  present  law? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Exactly.  It  is  an 
improvement  on  what  we  have. 

Before  I  was  interrupted — and  I  do 
not  mind  interruptions — I  was  about  to 
dtscuss  subsection  (f)  in  the  light  of  the 
way  it  was  changed  in  conference.  It 
will  be  noted  that  the  language  of  sub¬ 
section  (f)  of  the  present  law  has  not 
been  changed.  In  other  words,  it  says: 

No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall 
be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any  treaty 
or  other  international  agreement  to  which 
the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a 
party. 

That  language  is  also  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  agreed  upon  in  conference. 

However,  we  have  added  this  signifi¬ 
cant  language,  which  in  my  opinion  is 
also  an  improvement  over  what  we  have 
under  the  law  at  the  present  time.  Let 
us  not  forget  that,  although  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  the  power  under  the  general 
agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade,  to  take 
certain  action  under  section  22  when  we 
have  a  surplus  and  when  we  have  a  pro¬ 
duction  control  program,  the  President 
could,  under  the  present  language  of 
section  22,  give  up  such  power  in  a  future 
agreement.  This  new  language  makes  it 
mandatory  that  the  President  continue 
the  present  conditions  of  the  general 
agreement  under  which  we  can  now  in¬ 
voke  section  22.  I  will  read  it: 

But  no  international  agreement  or  amend¬ 
ment  to  an  existing  international  agree¬ 
ment  shall  hereafter  be  entered  into  which 
does  not  permit  the  enforcement  of  this 
section  with  respect  to  the  articles  and 
countries  to  which  such  agreement  or 
amendment  is  applicable  to  the  full  extent 
that  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  as  heretofore  entered  into  by  the 
United  States,  permits  such  enforcement 
with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to 
which  such  general  agreement  is  applicable. 

In  other  words,  under  the  general 
agreement,  article  XI,  we  have  this  pro¬ 
vision  : 

1.  No  prohibitions  or  restrictions  other 
than  duties,  taxes,  or  other  charges,  whether 
made  effective  through  quotas,  import  or 
export  licenses  or  other  measures,  shall  be 
Instituted  or  maintained  by  any  contracting 
party  on  the  importation  of  any  product  of 
the  territory  of  any  other  contracting  party 
or  on  the  exportatioii  or  sale  for  export  of 
any  product  destined  for  the  territory  of  any 
other  contracting  party. 

That  is  the  general  provision  in  arti¬ 
cle  XI  of  the  general  agreement  on  tar¬ 
iffs  and  trade.  However,  to  that  gen¬ 
eral  provision  there  are  exceptions.  Let 
me  read  one: 

2.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  1  this  arti¬ 
cle  shall  not  extend  to  the  following: 

(c)  Import  restrictions  on  any  agricul¬ 
tural  or  fisheries  product.  Imported  in  any 
form,  necessary  to  the  enforcement  of  gov¬ 
ernmental  measures  which  operate — 
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I  invite  the  attention  of  Senators  to 
this  part — 

to  restrict  the  quantities  of  the  like  domestic 
product  permitted  to  be  marketed  or  pro¬ 
duced. 

In  other  words,  if  we  have  in  this  coun¬ 
try  today  marketing  agreements  or,  as 
we  have  on  cotton,  acreage  controls,  the 
President  can  impose  quotas  under  the 
section  22  upon  the  importation  of  the 
commodity  which  is  subject  to  such 
agreements  or  controls.  This  rule  ap¬ 
plies  to  any  commodity  on  which  we  have 
an  effective  marketing  quota  or  acreage 
reduction.  Section  22  can  be  invoked  in 
those  cases. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  THYE.  What  would  be  the  sit¬ 
uation  so  far  as  powdered  eggs  coming 
in  from  a  foreign  country  are  concerned, 
or  with  respect  to  dairy  products?  Per¬ 
haps  we  could  refer  to  apples,  or  pota¬ 
toes.  Of  course  potatoes  would  be  under 
an  acreage  allotment  or  marketing 
agreement.  However,  so  far  as  apples 
are  concerned,  that  would  not  be  the 
situation,  because  there  are  no  market¬ 
ing  agreements  on  apples. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand 
the  provisions  which  I  have  just  read, 
their  intent  is  that  these  sections  apply 
in  cases  where  we  have  marketing  quotas 
or  some  other  effective  production  con¬ 
trol.  With  respect  to  eggs,  we  do  not 
have  an  effective  marketing  or  produc¬ 
tion  control.  Therefore,  the  provisions 
of  article  XI  which  I  have  read  do  not 
apply.  However,  where  we  do  have  pro¬ 
duction  controls,  as  in  the  case  of  cot¬ 
ton  and  corn,  those  provisions  would 
apply. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Of  course,  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  conference  report,  as  I  inter¬ 
pret  it,  is  to  substitute  article  XI  for  the 
provisions  of  section  22. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  state  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Washington 
that  the  point  is  that  the  general  agree¬ 
ment  on  tariffs  and  trade,  because  of  the 
exceptions  I  have  just  read,  allows  sec¬ 
tion  22  to  be  fully  effective,  if  there  are 
in  effect,  as  I  have  stated  here,  market¬ 
ing  or  production  limitations. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  And  if  the  State 
Department  would  carry  them  out. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Oh,  no;  I  beg  the 
Senator’s  pardon.  That  is  the  law  now. 
But  if  the  Senate  should  agree  to  the 
conference  report,  it  will  make  it  obliga¬ 
tory  on  the  State  Department  and  on 
the  President  not  to  exclude  these  pro¬ 
visions  in  any  future  agreement,  as  they 
can  now  do. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Let  us  get  this 
straight;  not  to  refrain  from  violating 
section  22,  but  not  to  violate  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  article  XI. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct;  he 
must  keep  the  present  relationships  be¬ 
tween  section  22  and  the  general  agree¬ 
ment  in  effect. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  So  we  might  as 
well  be  honest  about  it  and  repeal  sec¬ 
tion  22. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  I  state  with  all 
the  emphasis  in  my  power  that  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  report,  as  to  matters  which 
can  be  dealt  with  under  articles  XI  and 
XIX,  section  22,  under  the  terms  of  the 
conference  agreement,  has  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  it  now  has.  Of 
course,  we  have  to  have  an  effective 
marketing  or  production  control  on  the 
commodities  involved,  or  come  within 
some  other  permissive  provision  of  ar¬ 
ticle  XI  or  XIX,  before  section  22  can  be 
invoked. 

The  reason  why  the  Senator  is  a  lit¬ 
tle  troubled  is,  I  believe,  because  we  can¬ 
not  have  an  effective  production  control 
for  apples,  let  us  say,  unless  the  apple 
trees  are  cut  down.  We  face  the  same 
problem  in  imposing  effective  control  of 
the  production  of  eggs.  As  to  those 
commodities,  it  may  not  be  possible  to 
have  effective  controls. 

Thus  there  may  be  a  question  as  to 
whether  ^r  not  article  XI  applies.  But 
I  again  state  and  emphasize  that  as  to 
all  coni  iiodities  which  can  be  effectively 
control.’ ed,  either  through  marketing 
quotas  or  through  production  controls, 
the  operation  of  section  22  under  the 
general  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade 
can  be  made  as  effective  as  it  now  is. 
Does  the  Senator  disagree  with  that? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No;  I  do  not  dis¬ 
agree  with  that;  I  say  it  can  be,  but  if 
my  amendment  had  been  retained,  we 
would  have  been  assured  it  would  be. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  pointing  out 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  that  the 
same  language  which  he  proposed  in 
his  amendment  has  been  incorporated 
in  the  conference  report.  Let  me  read 
it  again  to  the  Senator: 

No  international  agreement  or  amendment 
to  an  existing  international  agreement  shall 
hereafter  be  entered  into — 

The  same  language  the  distinguished 
Senator  used — 

which  does  not  permit  the  enforcement  of 
this  section  with  respect  to  the  articles  and 
countries  to  which  such  agreement  or 
amendment  is  applicable. 

Certainly  the  distinguished  Senator 
will  not  deny  that  article  XI  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade  pro¬ 
vides  : 

The  provisions  of  paragraph  1 — 

Which  I  read  awhile  ago — 
shall  not  extend  to  the  following — 

And  what  is  included  in  the  “fol¬ 
lowing”? — 

(c)  import  restrictions  on  any  agricultural 
or  fisheries  product,  imported  in  any  form, 
necessary  to  the  enforcement  of  governmen¬ 
tal  measures  which  operate — 

(i)  to  restrict  the  quantities  of  the  like 
domestic  product  permitted  to  be  marketed 
or  produced,  or,  if  there  is  no  substantial 
domestic  production  of  the  like  product,  of 
a  domestic  product  for  which  the  imported 
product  can  be  directly  substituted:  or 

(il)  to  remove  a  temporary  surplus  of  the 
like  domestic  product,  or,  if  there  is  no  sub¬ 
stantial  domestic  production  of  the  like 
product,  of  a  domestic  product  for  which  the 
Imported  product  can  be  diretcly  substi¬ 
tuted,  by  making  the  surplus  available  to 
certain  groups  of  domestic  consumers  free 
of  charge  or  at  prices  below  the  current 
market  level. 

Referring  to  the  furnishing  of  school 
lunches  and  measures  of  that  character. 


In  other  words,  whenever  we  have  sur¬ 
pluses  of  certain  commodities  which  are 
being  removed  from  the  market  by  the 
Government  or  on  which  effective  pro¬ 
duction  controls  in  effect  under  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade 
would  allow  sectioh  22  to  be  invoked. 

Mr.  President,  what  we  have  v/ritten 
in  the  conference  report  is  that  the 
President  shall  in  the  future  consider  the 
policies  set  out  in  articles  XI  and  XIX  of 
GATT,  and  he  shall  not  enter  into  any 
future  agreement  unless  the  policies  of 
those  provisions  are  carried  out  therein. 
In  other  words,  he  cannot  disregard 
them,  as  he  could  do  under  the  present 
law. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  also  like  to  point 
out  that  the  new  subsection  (b)  does 
not  prevent  the  President  from  entering 
into  agreements  that  prescribe  lower 
rates  of  duty  than  are  prescribed  in  the 
general  agreement  for  the  same  articles. 
However,  the  new  subsection  (b)  does 
require  that  such  agreements  contain  an 
escape  clause  similar  to  that  contained 
in  article  XIX  of  the  general  agreement. 
This  is  made  clear  in  the  last  sentence 
of  the  new  subsection  (b) . 

Mr.  -President,  I  wish  to  say,  in  con¬ 
clusion,  that  I  think  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  have  discharged  their  duty  well, 
especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that,  as  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  will  remember, 
when  we  walked  into  the  conference  the 
first  thing  the  conferees  from  the  House 
said  was,  “We  want  our  bill  as  written. 
We  do  not  want  the  so-called  Mag- 
nuson-Morse  amendment.”  It  was  up 
to  us  then  to  battle  with  them.  We  dis¬ 
cussed  the  matter  on  the  first  day  for 
quite  some  time,  and  I  could  see  that, 
with  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
in  the  bill  as  written,  there  would  be  no 
chance  at  all  to  have  the  House  agree. 

The  first  thing  Mr.  Spence,  who  repre¬ 
sented  the  House,  said  v/as,  “I  have  it 
from  good  authority,  unquestionable  au¬ 
thority,  that  if  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  remains  in  the  bill  the  Pres¬ 
ident  will  veto  the  bill” 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point  that  I  may 
support  the  Senator’s  statement? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  address  my  remarks  to 
the  able  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
MAGNUSON],  as  well  as  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  When  we  were  in  the 
conference,  while  v.'e  studied  the  over¬ 
all  question  of  the  amendment  the  first 
day,  and  likewise  into  the  second  day 
of  conference  with  the  House  Mem¬ 
bers,  we,  as  Senate  Members  of  the  con¬ 
ference,  definitely  recognized  that  we 
were  not  going  to  get  House  concurrence 
in  the  amendment  as  it  was  written. 
As  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  stated, 
if  that  amendment  as  it  is  drawn,  were 
to  remain  in  the  Senate  bill,  we  could 
expect  a  Presidential  veto.  I  wish  to 
state  again  that  it  v/as  for  that  reason 
that  I,  as  one  of  the  conferees,  signed 
the  report. 

If  the  Senator  will  allow  me,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  further  remark.  I  regret 
that  I  shall  not  be  present  on  Monday 
when  the  vote  comes  on  the  question 
of  whether  the  conference  report  shall 
be  adopted  or  rejected.  A  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  has  been  reached  for 
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a  vote  on  the  report  on  Monday.  I  shall 
not  be  able  to  return  from  the  State 
of  Minnesota  for  that  vote  on  Monday. 

I  stated  earlier  that  I  had  changed  my 
schedule  so  as  to  be  present  today.  After 
having  changed  my  schedule  I  now  find 
that  we  cannot  have  a  vote  on  the  meas¬ 
ure  today,  but  that  the  vote  will  be  taken 
on  Monday,  when  I  cannot  be  present. 
Were  I  present — and  that  is  the  reason 
for  these  remarks  now — I  would  vote  for 
and  I  would  ask  the  Senate  to  adopt  the 
report  as  it  is  written.  I  do  not  believe — 
and  I  say  this  in  all  sincerity — that  we 
could  obtain  any  better  language  than 
appears  in  the  report  as  it  is  now  writ¬ 
ten.  All  that  can  be  done  is  to  delay 
for  several  more  days  the  enactment  of 
this  proposed  legislation,  which  would 
delay  the  final  announcement  of  a  farm- 
support  program  to  the  farmers.  I 
think  it  would  not  only  be  a  mistake 
but  a  catastrophe  if  that  announcement 
were  delayed  many  days,  because  it  is 
already  late.  It  is  for  that  reason  that 
I  am  announcing  now  that  were  I  here 
on  Monday  I  would  ask  the  Senate  to 
adopt  the  report  as  it  is  written. 

In  event  there  are  any  mistakes,  as  it 
may  seem  to  us,  made  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  by  the  President  in 
administering  the  provisions  of  this  pro¬ 
posed  act,  we  will  be  back  in  session  at 
the  beginning  of  next  year  and  we  can 
deal  with  the  question  at  that  time  again. 

I  should  like  to  say  to  the  very  able 
Senator  from  Washington  I  fully  real¬ 
ize  his  disappointment.  I  ■  am  disap¬ 
pointed.  But  I  realize  that  when  we 
are  up  against  a  stone  wall  which  we 
cannot  very  easily  hurdle  and  we  know 
we  cannot  hurdle  it,  we  had  better  make 
the  very  best  of  it,  rather  than  delay 
the  whole  farm  program  in  an  attempt 
to  send  the  report  back  for  another  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House  conferees. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Neither  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  nor  I  want  to  delay 
this  matter.  It  is  important  to  an¬ 
nounce  the  farm  program  as  soon  as 
possible.  I  appreciate  that.  But,  in  my 
opinion,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that 
this  is  something  which  is  of  far  greater 
importance  for  the  future  of  American 
agriculture  under  the  present  Govern¬ 
ment-support  system.  The  State  De¬ 
partment,  the  reciprocity  committees, 
and  the  Tariff  Commission  are  now  in 
the  process  of  forming  their  lines  for 
conference  in  England  in  the  latter  part 
of  August,  I  believe,  for  the  negotiation 
of  new  trade  agreements.  Most  of  those 
agreements  will  run  for  3  years.  Most 
of  the  agreements  now  being  renego¬ 
tiated  are  of  vital  importance  to  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture,  because  they  involve 
countries  whcih  are  themselves  engaged 
in  the  production  of  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  similar  to  our  own. 

I  think  it  is  vitally  important  that  the 
State  Department  know,  not  only  the  in¬ 
tent  of  Congress,  but  the  extreme  neces¬ 
sity  of  making  the  new  trade  agreements 
in  such  a  way  that  they  will  fit  into  our 
Government- support  program.  Had  my 
amendment  been  in  the  law  we  would 
not  have  had  the  potato  scandal  we  had 


last  year.  .We  would  not  have  *had  a  sit¬ 
uation  which  makes  people  wonder  why 
It  seems  that  we  support  prices  out  of 
one  pocket  and  then  allow  the  State  De¬ 
partment  to  negotiate  agreements  which 
might  be  injurious. 

I  appreciate  the  problem  the  con¬ 
ferees  had.  The  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  said  that  last  year  the  Senate 
adopted  the  same  amendment  to  the 
Anderson  bill  by  a  vote  of,  I  believe,  54 
to  22.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
correct  in  stating  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  at  that  time  said  to 
the  congressional  leaders,  and  to  me,  I 
might  say,  that  if  the  Anderson  bill  con¬ 
tained  the  amendment  he,  the  President, 
would  probably  veto  the  bill.  I  do  not 
know  where  the  information  comes  now 
to  the  House  side.  Surely  there  has 
been  no  intimation  to  me  now  from  the 
White  House  that  there  would  be  a  veto 
of  the  commodity-credit  bill  because  of 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  at  that  point? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  THYE.  We  have  had  so  many 
vetoes  during  this  legislative  session  that 
many  of  us  realize  they  come  forth  just 
as  the  blossoms  in  the  spring. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  the  vetoes 
of  the  President  so  far  have  been  cor¬ 
rect.  It  happens  that  I  voted  against 
the  measures  he  has  vetoed.  But  I  think 
there  has  been  a  considerable  change  of 
thinking  toward  this  so-called  approach, 
because  since  last  year  we  have  had  this 
problem  brought  to  the  fore,  it  has  been 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  American 
public,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  State  Department,  which  is  now 
in  process  of  negotiating  new  agree¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  whether 
there  would  be  another  veto.  However, 

1  do  not  think  the  United  States  Senate 
should  legislate  or  submerge  its  opinion 
on  any  matter  because  of  the  fact  that 
a  piece  of  legislation  might  be  vetoed. 
If  legislation  is  vetoed  we  will  meet  that 
situation  when  it  comes.  I  think  the 
matter  of  letting  the  State  Department 
know  now  what  we  mean  and  what  we 
meant  by  section  22  is  of  more  vital  inter¬ 
est  to  American  agriculture  and  to  our 
future  economic  agricultural  stability 
than  any  other  one  thing  we  can  do. 
That  is  why  I  am  trying  to  have  the 
measure  sent  back  to  conference,  because 
the  Senate  has,  not  once  but  twice,  de¬ 
cided  the  point.  The  House  conferees 
know  all  about  the  matter.  They  had 
the  matter  up  last  year.  I  know  we  are 
at  loggerheads.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  position  with  respect  to  the  matter. 
The  House  voted  on  the  question  yester¬ 
day.  The  vote  was  about  2  to  1  against 
us. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  More  than  2  to  1. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  was  more  than 

2  to  1  against  us.  It  is  time  we  have  a 
show-down  on  the  matter. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Since  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Washington  has 
raised  the  question  with  respect  to  the 
tariff  agreements,  let  me  read  what  Win- 
throp  G.  Brown,  Director,  OfiSce  of  Inter¬ 
national  Trade  Policy,  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  State,  had  to  say. 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  Brown  is  the 
,  man  who  has  been  doing  all  the  lobbying 
here  for  the  State  Department  against 
the  amendment.  He  has  a  perfect  right 
to  do  so.  I  do  not  object  to  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  like  the  term  “lobbying.”  The  com¬ 
mittee  called  on  Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  say  he  has  a  per¬ 
fect  right  to  do  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  called  on  Mr. 
Brown  as  a  witness.  We  called  on  him 
to  assist  us  in  trying  to  bring  in  some¬ 
thing  that  would  improve  the  situation. 
I  read  from  his  testimony  before  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  as  it  appears  on  page  372  of  the 
hearings : 

We  do  not  think  that  it  is  necessary  to 
reserve  that  complete  unilateral  right  to  im¬ 
pose  quotas,  because,  in  our  opinion,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  we 
have  under  the  general  agreement  the  right 
to  use  quotas  in  the  cases  where  we  really 
need  to  do  so. 

That  is  in  the  general  agreement,  now, 
but  it  is  not  obligatory  on  the  President 
to  continue  it.  We  are  now  providing 
that  he  must  continue  it.  I  quote  fur¬ 
ther  from  Mr.  Brown’s  testimony : 

For  example,  the  general  agreement  says 
that  w'e  would  be  free  to  impose  a  quota  on 
agricultural  Imports  in  any  case  where  we 
are  supporting  the  prices  of  the  commodity 
in  this  country  and  where  we  are  restricting 
our  own  domestic  production. 

That  is  what  the  general  agreement 
provides  for,  and  since,  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  wording  of  subsection  22  (f),  the 
President  does  not  have  to  include  that 
provision  in  future  agreements  if  he  does 
not  want  to  do  so,  he  could  exclude  it. 
But  now  we  say  “You  have  got  to  include 
it  in  any  future  agreement  or  ame'nd- 
ment  to  existing  agreements.” 

Mr.  Brown  said: 

The  basis  for  that  agreement,  of  course, 
is  that  where  there  is  a  limitation  on  the 
domestic  market,  it  is  fair  and  right  and 
proper  that  there  should  also  be  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  import. 

There  is  also  a  provision  in  the  agreement 
which  would  permit  the  imposition  of  a 
quota  at  any  time  where  we  are  disposing  of 
our  agricultural  surpluses,  say,  in  the  free- 
lunch  program  or  under  a  stamp  plan  or  any 
way  of  that  kind  as  we,  I  think,  are  doing 
with  potatoes  today;  and,  finally,  in  the 
agreement  it  would  permit  the  Imposition 
of  a  quota  or  a  fee  at  any  time  where  the 
imports  of  the  commodity  were  causing  or 
threatening  any  serious  injury  to  the  do¬ 
mestic  production. 

All  that  comes  about  from  the  excep¬ 
tions  I  have  read  into  the  Record  on 
several  occasions. 

I  read  further  from  the  hearings: 

Senator  Aiken.  Well,  have  not  all  three  of 
those  conditions  occurred  in  the  case  of  po¬ 
tatoes,  Mr.  Brown? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir;  and  we  would  be  un¬ 
der  the - 

Senator  Aiken.  Mind  you,  I  am  not  saying 
that  in  a  critical  sense,  but  I  noticed  that  as 
you  enumerated  the  conditions  under  which 
quotas  could  be  Imposed,  that  all  those  con¬ 
ditions  apparently  applied  to  the  potato 
crop  at  the  present  year,  of  the  1949  crop. 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir.  This  is  really  a  mat¬ 
ter  or  legal  right  that  we  are  discussing  here, 
and  that  is  what  concerns  us. 

Under  the  agreement  we  would  be  free, 
as  a  matter  of  right,  as  it  now  stands  and 
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under  section  22  as  It  now  is.  to  Impose  a 
quota  on  Irish  potatoes. 

Of  course,  it  is  not  obligatory  now  to 
continue  those  conditions  under  which 
section  22  can  be  invoked  with  respect 
to  Irish  potatoes;  but  we  will  make  it 
obligatory,  under  the  agreement  reached 
by  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  and  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  House. 

I  read  further  from  the  hearings: 

Senator  Aiken.  The  President  is  simpiy 
authorized,  not  required  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  correct. 

I  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  that  is  the  law  now;  and  un¬ 
der  the  agreement  reached  by  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  we  will  make  it  oblig¬ 
atory  on  the  President  to  continue  it. 

Reading  further  from  the  hearings, 
Mr.  Brown  then  said: 

But  so  far  as  what  worries  us  is  concerned, 
which  is  our  international  situation,  the 
agreement  which  we  now  have  and  the  sec¬ 
tion  as  it  now  reads,  gives  him  the  power  if 
he  decides  as  a  matter  of  internal  policy  and 
procedure  that  he  wants  to  do  it. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Would  the  conference  re¬ 
port  prevent  the  importation  of  pork 
products  from  Poland? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  if  we  have  an 
effective  marketing  program  or  an  effec¬ 
tive  production  program. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  had  occasion  to  obtain, 
on  May  29,  from  the  PM  A  some  figures 
on  the  importation  of  pork  products,  lard 
and  hams,  particularly  from  Poland.  It 
was  startling  to  me  to  note  that  even  in 
January  1950,  and  in  February  and 
March,  we  imported  large  amounts.  For 
instance,  we  imported  608,000  pounds  in 
January,  895,000  pounds  in  February, 
595,000  pounds  in  March.  On  the  other 
hand,  our  exports  of  lard  to  Poland  were 
absolutely  zero  in  the  months  of  January 
and  February,  and  we  exported  only 
140,000  pounds  of  lard  in  the  month  of 
March. 

If  we  examine  the  figures  for  the  entire 
calendar  year  1949,  we  find  that  after 
May  1949,  we  had  heavy  importations; 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  was  announcing  from  time 
to  time,  as  he  appeared  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
that  he  was  positive  that  he  would  be 
compelled  to  purchase  pork  before  the 
calendar  year  1949  was  over,  in  order  to 
maintain  parity  in  pork  prices. 

Let  us  consider  the  figures  for  the 
months  of  September  and  October  1949. 
We  find  that  in  September,  137,000 
pounds  of  pork  products  were  imported 
from  Poland;  in  October,  182,000  pounds; 
and  in  November,  when  pork  prices  in 
the  United  States  were  going  down  every 
week,  220,000  pounds  were  imported;  and 
in  December — when  we  were  actually  in 
distress,  so  far  as  pork  prices  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers  were  concerned,  the  price  was 
almost  down  to  the  support  price,  and 
some  farmers  were  taking  less  than  the 
parity  price  for  their  pork — in  Decem¬ 
ber,  269,000  pounds  of  pork  and  pork 
products  were  imported  into  the  United 
States  from  Poland.  On  the  other  hand. 


during  September,  October,  November, 
and  December  we  did  not  export  any 
lard  to  that  section  of  the  world,  where 
normally  we  would  expect  that  they 
would  be  taking  lard  from  the  United 
States. 

That  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Mag- 
nuson]  submitted  the  amendment. 
That  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  so  many 
of  us  from  the  diversified-farming  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  or  the  section  where 
diversified  types  of  farming  operations 
are  conducted,  are  so  keenly  concerned. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  tabulation  from  which  I 
have  been  reading  may  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabu¬ 
lation  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Trade  in  pork  and  lard  between  United  States 
and  Poland,  1949-50 


Year  and 
month 

United  States  im¬ 
ports  of  pork 
from  Poland 

United  States  ex¬ 
ports  of  lard  to 
Poland 

Quantity 

Value 

Quantity 

Value 

1949 

Thous.  of 
■pounds 

Thovs.  of 
pounds 

10 

355 

.$1, 798 
56, 806 

i,  102 

4, 626 
1, 554 
1,251 
.  6 

146, 645 
593,  321 
178,  945 
166,  846 
7T9 

Mav 

5 

68 

75 

151 

1.37 

182 

220 

269 

$3,  852 
43,970 
63, 608 
127,  934 
116,031 
123,  787 
162, 137 
182,  378 

June . . 

July . 

August _ 

September... 

November... 
December _ 

Total.. 

1950 

1,097 

608 

895 

595 

823,  697 

417,  077 
643,  636 
420, 103 

8,904 

1, 145, 140 

February.,.. 
March _ 

140 

16,  049 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  many  per¬ 
sons  think  farmers  receive  a  benefit  from 
the  farm  program,  just  because  a  high 
support  price  is  announced  for  corn  and 
because  a  high  support  price  is  an¬ 
nounced  for  wheat.  However,  that  is  not 
true  in  the  case  of  the  farmers  in  the 
diversified-agriculture  areas. 

For  instance,  in  Minnesota,  Wisconsin, 
Indiana,  Illinois,  the  eastern  part  of 
Noi’th  Dakota,  and  the  eastern  part  of 
South  Dakota,  the  mere  fact  of  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  a  high  support  price  on  corn  and 
a  high  support  price  on  wheat  does  not 
mean  a  great  deal  to  the  farmers  in 
those  areas.  In  Minnesota  we  have 
188,952  farms;  but  of  that  number,  only 
5,677  farms  obtained  a  wheat  loan  in 
fiscal  year  1949  or  availed  themselves  of 
the  so-called  wheat  support  program. 
That  amounted  to  only  3  percent  of  our 
farms.  In  the  case  of  corn,  30,841  farms 
of  the  188,952  farms,  obtained  a  corn 
loan. 

The  rest  of  this  great  group  of  farmers 
were  going  to  the  elevators  and  were  buy¬ 
ing  competitively,  we  might  say,  with  the 
“seal-up”  program,  to  obtain  the  mill 
feeds  and  the  other  supplementary  feeds 
they  need  to  carry  on  their  normal  pro¬ 
duction  both  in  the  poultry  house  and  in 
the  dairy  barns  and  in  the  feed  lots  and 
In  the  hog  yards. 


In  Iowa  there  are  208,934  farms.  Only 
3,829  of  them,  or  1.8  percent  of  the  farms 
in  Iowa,  received  a  wheat  loan.  So  the 
wheat  program  does  not  mean  a  thing  to 
the  Iowa  farmers. 

Among  the  group  of  Iowa  farms — 203,- 
934  of  them — only  59,269,  or  28  percent 
of  the  farms,  obtained  corn  loans.  I  am 
now  speaking  of  the  fiscal  year  1949. 

The  situation  in  Illinois  is  practically 
the  same,  for  in  Illinois  4  percent  of  the 
farms  took  wheat  loans,  and  19  percent 
of  the  farms  took  corn  loans. 

In  Indiana,  only  2.6  percent  of  the 
farms  took  wheat  loans,  and  6  percent 
of  the  farms  took  corn  loans. 

In  Wisconsin,  only  .01  percent  of 
the  farms  took  wheat  loans,  and  1.8 
percent  of  the  farms  took  corn  loans. 

So,  Mr.  President,  in  speaking  about 
the  over-all  farm  progi'am  and  in  speak¬ 
ing  of  imports,  there  is  good  reason  why 
many  of  the  Members  of  Congress— 
those  representing  the  diversified-agri¬ 
culture  areas  of  the  United  States,  such 
as  the  State  of  Washington,  where  there 
is  a  great  amount  of  fruit  production  and 
dairying,  and  the  States  in  the  Midwest, 
such  as  the  States  of  Minnesota,  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  Iowa,  the  Dakotas,  and  Illinois — will 
support  the  Magnuson .  amendment.  In 
Minnesota  we  are  in  the  so-called  di¬ 
versified-agriculture  husbandry  or  di¬ 
versified-agriculture  management  area, 
and  we  produce  livestock  and  perishable 
commodities  in  connection  with  prac¬ 
tically  every  farm  operation  we  have. 

However,  we  see  the  importation  of 
potatoes,  in  competition  with  potatoes 
produced  by  our  Minnesota  Red  River 
Valley  potato  growers  and  by  the  North 
Dakota  Red  River  Valley  potato  growers. 
Yet  the  farmer  is  ridiculed  by  the  con¬ 
sumers  because  the  farmer  is  said  to  be 
receiving  the  benefits  of  the  support  pro¬ 
gram  or  because  it  is  said  there  is  a  sup¬ 
port  program  for  him,  and  the  consumer 
thinks  the  farmer  is  getting  too  much 
benefit  in  that  connection;  and  con¬ 
sumers  consider  that,  as  consumers,  they 
are  being  held  up  by  the  fact,  as  is 
alleged,  that  the  farmer  is  getting  too 
much  for  the  commodity  he  produces — 
although  the  fact  is  that  the  farmer  is 
not  getting  too  much ;  he  is  only  getting 
from  60  percent  to  a  possible  90  percent 
of  parity,  and  who  would  deny  that  to 
him?  Yet  the  farmer  is  held  up  to  ridi¬ 
cule,  and  the  newspapers  carry  cartoons 
showing  piles  of  potatoes  deteriorating. 
When  we  read  those  stories;  when  we  see 
potatoes  imported  from  Canada,  which 
importation  is  breaking  the  market  of 
the  potato  grower  in  this  country  so 
that  he  must  depend  upon  some  sort  of 
price-support  program;  when  we  see 
pork  products  being  imported  from 
countries  behind  the  iron  curtain,  so  to 
speak,  while  we  cannot  export  a  pound 
of  lard  or  any  of  the  other  by-products 
of  pork  to  countries  behind  the  imagi¬ 
nary  iron  curtain — when  we  see  those 
things,  it  behooves  such  men  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
myself,  and  other  Senators  who  repre¬ 
sent  the  diversified  type  of  farming  in 
the  United  States,  to  stand  on  the  Senate 
floor  and  say  that  we  are  unhappy  when 
we  see  an  amendment,  which  was  first 
approved  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
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Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  then 
adopted  by  the  Senate  and  sent  to  con¬ 
ference,  deleted  in  conference  and  the 
provision  left  with  an  “if”  in  it,  so  that 
if  the  President  wishes  to  do  this,  that, 
or  the  other  thing,  he  may  do  so. 

I  have  read  the  figures  showing  the 
importations  of  pork.  I  have  read  the 
figures  showing  how  much  the  diversified 
agricultural  area  of  the  United  States 
obtain  from  the  wheat  and  corn  pro¬ 
gram.  I  have  made  these  statements 
for  no  other  purpose  than  to  point  out 
that  we  have  made  some  mistakes  in  the 
past.  The  President  has  been  a  party 
to  those  mistakes.*  When  importations 
of  products  and  commodities  which  de¬ 
teriorate  or  even  destroy  our  market  are 
permitted,  and  when  we  then  must  ap¬ 
propriate  funds  to  support  a  commodity 
and  to  buy  up  the  commodity  as  we  were 
compelled  to  buy  potatoes  in  order  to 
maintain  parity  or  near  parity  for  the 
potato  growers,  there  is  something 
jyrong.  If  this  emasculated  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magnuson]  stands,  I  merely 
want  to  say  that  we  as  Senators  and 
Members  of  the  Congress  must  watch  the 
situation  very  carefully  in  the  course  of 
the  next  year.  If  we  do  not  have  full 
cooperation  by  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  preventing 
imports  which  deteriorate  and  destroy 
our  own  produce  and  commodity  prices, 
we  shall  merely  have  to  come  back  on 
the  Senate  fioor  a  year  from  now,  or 
7  or  8  months  from  now,  to  wage  the 
necessary  fight  in  order  that  we  may  get 
some  sort  of  protection  against  imports 
which  would  deteriorate  or  destroy  the 
diversified  type  of  American  farming  in 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  point  let  me  call  the  attention  of 
my  distinguished  friend  to  the  fact  that 
the  same  Congress  which  enacted  section 
22  did  not  enact  subsection  (f) ,  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  no  proclamation  under  section 
22  shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of 
any  treaty  or  other  international  agree¬ 
ment  to  which  the  United  States  is  or 
hereafter  becomes  a  party.  It  was  only 
after  this  law  was  put  on  the  statute 
books  that  it  was  amended  to  include 
the  language  I  have  just  read  to  my 
distinguished  friend. 

I  have  said, 'and  I  repeat,  that  what 
the  conference  has  done  is,  to  my  way 
of  thinking,  to  make  many  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  22  effective,  'in  that  in 
future  agreements,  the  policy  of  article 
XI  frdfJi  which  I  have  so  often  quoted 
cannot  be  discarded  as  it  can  be  now. 
What  can  happen  now  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  is  that  the  President  can  agree 
that  section  22  shall  never  be  invoked. 
But  the  conference  report  requires  him 
to  continue  the  conditions  under  which 
section  22  can  now  be  invoked.  I  think 
it  is  a  decided  change  from  what  now 
exists 

Mr.’  MAGNUSON.  I  think  it  Is  a. 
change. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  mean  a  change  for 
the  bettsr 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  a  question.  What  the 
conference  report  in  effect  does  is  to 


substitute  the  provisions  of  article  XI 
for  section  22.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  To  some  extent  it 
does,  that  is  correct.  But  what  differ¬ 
ence  does  it  make,  if  the  same  goal  can 
be  obtained? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  the  proce¬ 
dure  is  so  cumbersome  that  the  goal 
never  will  be  obtained.  But  here  is  an 
example  of  what  happens:  For  about  2 
years  now  I  have  been  trying  to  get  the 
State  Department  to  act  under  section 
22  for  the  tree  nut  industry.  The  De¬ 
partment,  with  whom  I  have  had  all 
kinds  of  correspondence,  still  Continues 
to  say  that  it  cannot  act  under  section 
22,  because  it  conflicts  with  article  XI. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  what  way  does  it 
conflict? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  will  read  that  to¬ 
morrow.  I  have  the  reasons  given  by 
the  State  Department. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit  me,  it  is  because  there  is  no  spe¬ 
cific  law  to  curb  the  production  of  the 
commodity  to  which  the  Senator  refers. 
If  there  were  an  effective  method  by 
which  such  commodities  could  be  mar¬ 
keted  or  the  production  of  them  cur¬ 
tailed,  then  it  would  come  within  the 
purview  of  article  XI, 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  what  I 
think.  But  the  State  Department  speaks 
otherwise. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  even  if  article 
XI  remained  as  now  written,  and  as  the 
law  now  provides,  the  President  could 
eliminate  it  just  as  he  can  agree  that 
the  provisions  of  section  22  can  never  be 
invoked.  Let  me  further  call  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  my  good  friend  from  Wash¬ 
ington  the  fact  that  even  if  his  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted  as  written,  it  would 
not  affect  agreements  now  in  force. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  affect  fu¬ 
ture  agreements  only. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  correct. 
But  the  reason  I  proposed  it  in  that  form 
was  that  we  are  to  negotiate  all  our 
agreements  within  the  next  few  months. 
For  example,  let  us  take  the  tree  nut  in¬ 
dustry,  which  has  no  presently  operative 
marketing  agreement.  We  have  never 
been  able  to  get  the  Department  to  do 
anything  about  it,  yet  we  are  spending 
$5,000,000  annually  to  support  that  small 
industry.  We  have  never  been  able  to 
place  it  even  under  a  marketing  agree¬ 
ment. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  a  further  question,  which  I 
think  will  be  most  helpful  to  Senators 
who  are  not  present  this  afternoon,  but 
who  will  be  here  Monday.  Let  us  take 
the  case  cited  by  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  the  importation  of  pork.  I  sup¬ 
pose  those  who  produce  pork  look  with 
some  alarm  upon  the  fact  that  the  pork 
importations  are  becoming  such,  in  their 
opinion,  as  possibly  to  injure  the  price- 
support  program.  They  may  have  to 
apply  for  parity  support.  Under  the 
conference  agreement,  just  what  would 
be  the  practical  procedure,  if  there  were 
those  who  wished  to  put  this  machinery 
into  motion  in  the  hope  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  might  ultimately  act  to  place  quotas 
on  the  imports,  in  order  to  protect  them? 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  To  begin  with,  any 
agreement  that  is  entered  into  cannot 
bypass  the  exceptions  to  which  I  have 
referred  on  several  occasions. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Suppose  we  have 
an  agreement  to  allow  so  much  of  a  given 
product  to  be  imported? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  there  is  an  ef¬ 
fective  marketing  agreement,  or  other 
production  or  marketing  control,  for  the 
products,  then,  under  article  XI,  section 
22,  could  be  invoked.  And  under  this 
new  provision  the  President  could  not 
sign  an  agreement  bypassing  article  XI. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  make  it  oblig¬ 
atory.  It  will  work.  Let  me  put  it  to 
the  Senator  in  this  way:  The  procedure 
will  work  virtually  the  same  as  it  would 
under  the  Senator’s  amendment.  Then 
we  say  that  no  future  agreement  can  be 
entered  into  in  violation  of  articles  XI 
and  XIX. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  one  further  question.  Sup¬ 
pose  an  agreement  is  made  taking  into 
consideration  article  11,  and  it  allows 
the  importation  of  pork  in  certain  quan¬ 
tities;  suppose  the  pork  raisers  of 
America  believe  that  they  are  being  in¬ 
jured.  What  would  be  the  procedure  to 
remedy  the  situation  under  the  confer¬ 
ence-agreement  recommendation? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  start  the  ball  rolling. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  same  as  would 
be  the  case  under  my  amendment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  What  would  be  the 
next  step? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  next  procedure 
would  be  to  submit  his  recommendations 
to  the  President.  The  President  would 
refer  them  to  the  Tariff  Commission. 
Under  the  Senator’s  amendment,  what 
would  happen  would  be  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  would  initiate  the 
proceeding  and  would  look  into  the  mat¬ 
ter  himself. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  differ¬ 
ence,  up  to  that  point. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Under  my  amend¬ 
ment  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would 
initiate  it  and  make  a  finding  which 
would  go  to  the  President. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  the  President 
would  put  it  into  execution. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  he  wished  to  do 
so. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  the  same  as  it 
is  under  the  Senator’s  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  my  amend¬ 
ment  also  provides  that  it  is  mandatory 
under  section  22. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  is  the  case  with 
the  conference-report  provision.  It  is 
the  same  thing.  There  is  very  little  dif¬ 
ference  as  I  see  it  between  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  and  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  procedm-e. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Even  now  we  can 
go  through  the  Tariff  Commission.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  to  act  first; 
then  the  President  turns  it  over  to  the 
Tariff  Commission,  and  then  it  comes 
back  to  the  President  for  action.  But  all 
the  imports  are  in  before  any  action  is 
taken. 
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[Manifestations  of  applause  in  the 
galleries.] 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  warns  the  occupants  of  the  gal¬ 
leries  that  it  is  a  violation  of  the  rules 
of  the  Senate  to  express  approval  or 
disapproval  in  any  way. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  point  out  to 
my  distinguished  friend  that  the  per¬ 
son  who  finally  acts  is  the  President. 
So  there  is  not  much  distinction  between 
the  two  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Will  the  Senator 
allow  me  to  ask  one  more  question  to 
clarify  the  matter? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  This,  again,  is  an 
interpretation  of  the  conference  report. 
Would  not  the  practical  effect  of  the 
conference  report  provision  be  that  after 
the  President  has  gone  through  all  the 
steps  which  have  been  referred  to  he 
would  have  to  consult  the  signatory 
nations. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  not  immedi¬ 
ately. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Is  it  the  Senator’s 
interpretation,  that  the  President  can 
act  unilaterally  without  consulting  the 
signatories  to  the  genei’al  agreement? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  if  delay  would 
result  in  serious  damage.  Later,  he 
would  have  to.  If  action  to  increase 
duties  under  section  22  can  be  delayed 
without  seriouf  damage,  the  President 
would  consult  the  other  signatories.  As 
I  understand  it,  the  conference  report 
makes  no  difference  in  that  situation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  for  a  question. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  the  Senator  will 
be  indulgent,  I  should  like  to  make  some 
observations  and  use  them  as  a  basis  for 
a  question  or  two. 

In  the  first  place,  I  should  like  to  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Washington,  for 
whom  I  have  esteem  and  with  whose 
purposes  in  this  matter  I  have  complete 
sympathy,  having  supported  his  amend¬ 
ment,  that  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  have,  if  anything,  understated  the 
diflBculties  with  which  we  found  ourselves 
confronted  in  conference.  It  seemed  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida  that  the  situa¬ 
tion  was  so  serious  that  it  involved  not 
just  the  possibility  of  a  Presidential  veto, 
but,  what  was  much  more  important, 
the  probability  of  complete  failure  to 
get  anything  at  all  in  the  way  of  needed 
additional  powers  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  the  serving  of  the 
agricultural  groups  of  the  Nation.  It 
was  only  after  several  conferences,  after 
having  called  in  the  appropriate  execu¬ 
tive  departments,  both  Agriculture  and 
State,  after  various  controversies  which 
were  a  great  deal  warmer  than  those 
which  have  occurred  on  the  floor,  that 
the  conferees  felt  they  should  make  the 
concession  on  the  amendment  which 
undoubtedly  was  made,  as  the  Senator 
properly  said,  in  ai’riving  at  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  rather  than  to  unsuccess¬ 
fully  continue  to  insist  upon  the  pro¬ 
gram  incorporated  in  the  Senator’s 
amendment.  The  principal  purpose  of 
the  bill,  after  all,  does  not  directly  per¬ 


tain  to  section  22,  which  is  only  brought 
into  the  bill  by  the  amendment. 

I  should  like  to  bring  up  two  or  three 
points  which  I  think  may  temper  the 
situation  greatly. 

First,  with  reference  to  the  potato 
situation,  I  should  like  to  remind  the 
Senator  from  Washington  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas], 
and  the  junior  Senator  from  Florida 
were  three  authors  and  sponsors  of  the 
amendment  to  the  bill  which  recently 
passed  the  Senate,  which  completely 
terminated  any  question  in  the  potato 
situation,  so  that,  unless  we  hereafter 
agree  upon  something  much  more  effec¬ 
tive  by  way  of  a  price-support  program 
for  Irish  potatoes,  there  will  be  none. 

With  that  predicate,  so  that  it  will 
appear  that  in  no  sense  is  the  Senator 
from  Florida,  nor  are  the  other  Senators 
mentioned,  defending  or  apologizing  for 
what  happened  under  the  potato  pro¬ 
gram,  I  should  like  to  suggest  a  correc¬ 
tion  to  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Washington  relative  to  the  potato 
debacle  of  last  year. 

The  Canadian  situation  aggravated 
the  potato  problem,  but  it  did  not  cre¬ 
ate  it.  The  total  importations  from 
Canada  last  year  amounted  to  a  little 
less  than  10,000,000  bushels,  whereas  the 
domestic  surplus  was,  as  I  recall,  about 
five  times  that  amount. 

Again  I  say  I  do  not  defend  or  apolo¬ 
gize  for  the  bringing  in  of  any  Canadian 
potatoes,  because  I  do  not  know  why 
they  should  have  been  allowed  to  be 
brought  in  to  further  complicate  the 
picture. 

The  second  thing  I  should  like  to  ob¬ 
serve,  if  I  may,  is  that  the  reciprocal 
trade  program  is  far  wider  than  the 
price-support  programs  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act.  In  my  State, 
for  instance,  there  are  very  few  crops 
which  have  the  benefit  of  any  price-sup¬ 
port  program.  We  raise  some  cotton, 
some  peanuts,  some  tobacco,  and  some 
tung  nuts,  and  they  are  subject  to  the 
price-support  program;  but  our  citrus 
industry,  which  is  our  largest  agricul¬ 
tural  industry,  and  the  large  vegetable 
industries  of  the  State  and  others  are 
not  subject  to  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram.  So  they  are  much  more  inter¬ 
ested  in  other  implications  of  the  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade  program  than  they  are 
with  respect  to  subsection  (f)  of  sec¬ 
tion  22  relative  to  the  reciprocal  trade 
agreements,  which  applies  only  to  the 
products  which  have  price  supports. 
They  find  it  hard  to  understand  why 
they,  who  do  not  have  the  benefit  of 
governmental  price  supports,  should  not 
have  at  least  as  friendly  treatment  as 
that  sought  to  be  given  by  section  22  and 
by  the  Magnuson  amendment  to  agri¬ 
cultural  producers  who  are  direct  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  Government  subsidies. 

May  I  say  further  to  the  Senator  that 
I  think  it  is  interesting  to  observe  not 
only  that  we  were  interested  in  confer¬ 
ence  in  strengthening  section  22  by  the 
insertion  of  a  mandatory  requirement, 
a  mandate  coming  down  from  the  Con¬ 
gress,  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
himself  must  be  effective  and  active  in 
this  field,  which  provision  was  not  in 


the  present  law,  but  that  we  thought  it 
was  a  distinct  contribution  and  a  use¬ 
ful  addition  coming  out  of  conference, 
to  the  amendment  introduced  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Washington, 
and  we  are  stiff  of  that  opinion.  May 
I  repeat  my  question?  Is  not  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 
strongly  of  the  opinion  that  that  change 
does  greatly  add  to  the  effectiveness  of 
the  proposal? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  doubt  about  it,  as  I  said  before. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  next  thing  I 
should  like  to  mention  is  that  I  think  the 
Senator,  while  partially  correct  in  his 
statement  that  article  XI  of  the  general 
agreement  on  tariff  and  trade  has  to  a 
limited  extent  been  substituted  for  sec¬ 
tion  22,  he  is  in  error  in  many  respects 
in  making  such  a  general  statement,  in 
that  many  of  our  neighbors  with  whom 
we  carry  on  much  trade  are  not  sig¬ 
natories  of  the  general  agreement.  For 
instance,  only  last  week  an  outstanding 
committee  composed  of  early  tomato 
producers  of  the  Nation  sought  the  help 
of  the  State' Department  to  negotiate  a 
reciprocal  trade  agreement  with  Mex¬ 
ico,  which  is  an  early  tomato  producer, 
and  is  a  strong  competitor  with  the  early 
tomato  producers  in  this  country.  We 
were  advised,  in  the  very  beginning,  that 
dealing  with  Mexico  had  to  be  on  an  en¬ 
tirely  separate  and  different  basis  from 
that  which  would  prevail  in  dealing  with 
any  country  covered  by  the  provisions  of 
the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade;  in  other  words,  that  an  agreement 
with  Mexico  would  not  come  at  all  under 
the  provisions  of  article  XI  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade.  ^ 

The  next  point  that  I  should  like  to 
make  is  this.  Of  course,  all  of  what  I 
am  saying  is  by  way  of  trying  to  bring 
some  comfort  to  my  very  good  friend 
from  Washington,  because  I  realize  he 
has  an  objective  which  is  much  greater — 
and  the  conference  committee  admits 
that  it  is  greater — than  that  which  is 
covered  by  the  conference  report.  How¬ 
ever,  we  do  fee  Ithat  we  have  made  real 
progress  under  the  conference  report. 

The  next  point  that  I  wish  to  make  is 
addressed  to  the  fact  that  instead  of  hav¬ 
ing  gotten  no  value  heretofore  for  agri¬ 
culture  out  of  section  22  the  conference, 
after  considerable  investigation  of  the 
subject,  felt  that — notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  section  22  had  not  been  as 
sympathetically  administered  as  we  felt 
it  should  have  been — great  values  had 
nevertheless  come  to  the  agriculture  of 
our  Nation  out  of  the  administration  of 
section  22  to  date,  and  that  they  were 
strengthened  materially  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  With  the  thought  of  hav¬ 
ing  in  the  Record  the  worth-while 
things  for  agriculture  that  have  been 
done  under  section  22,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  if  he  would  have  any  objection  to 
my  incorporating  in  the  Record  at  this 
time — or  whether  he  would  be  good 
enough  to  do  so — a  letter  from  Mr.  W.  T. 
M.  Beale,  Associate  Chief,  Commercial 
Policy  Staff  of  the  State  Department, 
responding  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
fi'om  Louisiana  and  my  request  regard¬ 
ing  the  performance  with  respect  to  cot- 
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ton,  wheat,  and  flour.  The  memoran¬ 
dum  on  cotton  it  attached  to  the  letter. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  no  objection, 
and  I  cheerfully  join  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  in  requesting  that 
the  material  be  placed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  in  his  remarks. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Therefore,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  should  like  to  place  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point  a  letter  addressed  to  my 
distinguished  friend  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  from  the  Department  of  State, 
written  by  W.  T.  M.  Beale,  Associate 
Chief  of  the  Commercial  Policy  Staff, 
dated  June  23,  1950,  and  relating  in  the 
first  instance  to  certain  action  taken 
with  respect  to  cotton  under  section  22, 
and  also  referring  to  certain  rulings — 
and  they  were  helpful  rulings — which 
were  made  with  respect  to  wheat  and 
wheat  flour  under  section  22.  I  should 
like  to  offer  also  a  listing  of  the  investi¬ 
gations  made  and  proclamations  issued 
thereon  relative  to  cotton. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  list  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

June  23,  1950. 

The  Honorable  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

United  States  Senate. 

My  Dear  Senator  Ellender  :  In  response  to 
Senator  Holland’s  request  to  Mr.  Brown,  of 
this  Department,  for  a  list  of  the  actions 
currently  in  effect  under  section  22,  Mr. 
Brown  has  sent  a  memorandum,  a  copy  of 
which  I  enclose,  to  Senator  Holland  con¬ 
cerning  the  orders  in  effect  which  establish 
quotas  on  various  grades  of  cotton  and  cer¬ 
tain  cotton  wastes. 

For  your  further  information  the  only 
other  such  actions  in  effect  under  section  22 
are  the  annual  quotas  of  800,000  bushels  of 
wheat  and  4,000,000  pounds  of  wheat  flour. 
These  quotas  became  effective  on  May  29, 
1941,  under  a  presidential  proclamation  con¬ 
tained  In  Treasury  Decision  No.  50404. 
Modifications  in  the  operation  of  the  wheat 
and  wheat-flour  quotas  which  do  not  alter 
the  over-all  amount  and  which  are  of  no 
great  current  importance  are  in  further 
proclamations  contained  in  Treasury  De¬ 
cisions  50609,  50863,  50983,  and  51033. 

Sincerely  yours, 

W.  T.  M.  Beale, 

Associate  Chief,  Commercial  Policy  Staff. 


United  States  Tariff  Commission  Investi¬ 
gations  ON  Cotton 

Under  the  provisions  of  section  22  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1933,  the 
Tariff  Commission  has  conducted  eight  in¬ 
vestigations  on  United  States  imports  of  raw 
cotton  since  1939.  The  following  sum¬ 
marizes  pertinent  data  on  each  investiga¬ 
tion: 

1.  ORIGINAL  INVESTIGATION 

At  the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  the  President  directed  the  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  on  July  26, 1939,  to  Investigate  Amer¬ 
ican  imports  of  raw  cotton  with  a  view  either 
to  raise  the  tariff  or  Impose  quantitative  re¬ 
strictions  if  it  was  found  that  such  Imports 
were  coming  Into  this  country  under  such 
conditions  and  in  suflacient  quantities  as  to 
render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective  or  ma¬ 
terially  interfere  with  our  domestic  agricul¬ 
tural  programs.  Hearings  were  held  on  Au¬ 
gust  14-16,  1939,  and  a  report  was  made 
to  the  President  on  August  25,  1939. 

The  recommendation  of  the  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  was  to  establish  annual  country 
quotas  on  three  classes  of  cotton,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  Short-staple  cotton  (except  harsh  cot¬ 
ton  under  %  inch  and  except  linters),  14,- 
516,882  pounds:  long-staple  cotton  {1% 
Inches  and  longer),  45,656,420  pounds;  and 
cotton  waste,  5,482,509  pounds.  The  recom¬ 


mendations  were  accepted  by  the  President 
and  Issued  in  a  Presidential  proclamation 
dated  September  5,  1939,  and  effective  Sep¬ 
tember  20.  1939. 

2.  FIRST  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

On  November  20,  1940,  the  Chairman  of 
the  Advisory  Committee  to  the  Council^  of 
National  Defense  recommended  to  t&e  'I'arifr 
Commission  the  suspension  of  Import 
quotas  on  long-staple  cotton  of  liUo  Inches 
and  longer  for  the  duration  of  the  emergency. 
*The  committee  pointed  out  that  this  cotton 
was  urgently  needed  for  the  manufacture  of 
balloon  and  airplane  fabrics  but  was  in  short 
supply  in  the  United  States.  The  Tariff 
Commission  ordered  an  investigation  on  De¬ 
cember  4,  1940,  held  hearings  1  week  later, 
and  issued  %  report  to  the  President  on  De¬ 
cember  13,  1940.  The  Commission  recom¬ 
mended  the  suspension  of  quotas  on  cotton 
ID/io  inches  and  longer.  The  President  is¬ 
sued  a  proclamation  to  this  effect  on  De¬ 
cember  19,  1940,  effective  immediately. 

3.  SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

Until  the  proclamation  of  September  5. 
1939,  it  had  been  possible  for  United  States 
cotton  that  had  been  sold  to  Canada  and 
rejected  by  the  purchaser,  to  be  returned  to 
the  United  States  for  resale.  As  a  result  of 
the  proclamation  it  was  not  possible  to  do 
so  and  apparently  American  cotton  export¬ 
ers  had  suffered  losses.  On  October  27,  1941, 
the  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  requested 
the  Tariff  Commission  to  investigate  this  sit¬ 
uation.  An  investigation  was  ordered  on 
November  12,  1941,  hearings  held  on  Decem¬ 
ber  10,  and  a  report  made  to  the  President 
on  February  20,  1942.  The  report  recom¬ 
mended  the  suspension  of  quotas  on  Ameri¬ 
can  cotton  returned  to  the  United  States 
upon  rejection  by  foreign  Importers.  It  was 
also  recommended  that  the  quota  be  sus¬ 
pended  on  commercial  samples  of  cotton  and 
cotton  waste.  The  President  accepted  the 
report  and  Issued  a  proclamation  on  March 
31,  1942,  effective  Immediately. 

4.  THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

As  a  result  of  the  trade  agreement  con¬ 
cluded  with  Peru  on  May  7,  1942,  it  was  un¬ 
derstood  that  country  quotas  on  long-staple 
cotton  would  be  changed  to  a  global  quota 
equal  to  the  total  of  the  country  quotas. 
This  change  would  permit  the  United  States 
to  Import  the  same  amount  of  long-staple 
cotton  despite  the  adverse  effects  of  the  war 
on  certain  producers.  A  request  for  this 
change  was  made  to  the  Tariff  Commission 
by  th^ecretary  of  State  on  May  9,  1942,  and 
an  investigation  was  ordered  on  May  12. 
No  hearings  were  held.  A  report  recom¬ 
mending  the  change  was  sent  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent'  on  June  8  and  a  presidential  proclama¬ 
tion  embodying  this  recommendation  was  is¬ 
sued  on  June  29,  1942,  effective  July  29. 

6.  FOURTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  requested  the 
Tariff  Commission  to  Investigate  the  situa¬ 
tion  with  regard  to  harsh  or  rough  cotton 
under  three-fourths  of  an  inch  which,  as 
noted  above,  had  not  been  covered  by  the 
President's  proclamation  of  September  5, 
1939.  An  investigation  was  ordered  on  Sep¬ 
tember  17,  1946,  hearings  held  on  October  14 
and  15,  and  a  report  Issued  to  the  President 
on  December  31,  1946.  The  Commission 
recommended  a  global  quota  of  70,000,000 
pounds  on  this  type  of  cotton.-  A  Presiden¬ 
tial  proclamation  to  this  effect  was  Issued  on 
February  1,  1947,  and  made  retroactive  to 
September  20,  1946. 

6.  FIFTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

At  the  request  of  the  American  cotton- 
textile  Industry  an  investigation  was  ordered 
on  January  23,  1947,  to  determine  whether 
or  not  a  supplemental  quota  should  be  estab¬ 
lished  for  long-staple  cotton.  Hearings  were 
held  on  February  18,  1947,  and  a  report  Issued 
to  the  President  on  April  21,  1947.  The  re¬ 
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port  recommended  a  supplemental  quota  for 
cotton  1%  Inches  or  more  but  less  than  Iji 
inches  of  23,094,000  pounds  for  the  quota  year 
ending  September  19,  1947.  The  President 
Issued  a  proclamation  on  June  9,  1947,  em¬ 
bodying  this  recommendation;  the  procla¬ 
mation  became  effective  on  June  14. 

7.  SIXTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

The  American  cotton-textile  Industry  re¬ 
quested  the'contlnuatlon  of  a  supplemental 
quota  on  long-staple  cotton  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  quota  year.  An  investigation  was  or¬ 
dered  on  January  15,  1943,  hearings  held  on 
February  17,  1948,  and  a  report  issued  to  the 
President  on  May  14,  1948.  The  report  rec¬ 
ommended  that  no  quotas  be  placed  on  cot¬ 
ton  1%  inches  or  longer  and  that  a  supple¬ 
mental  quota  of  18,300,000  pounds  be  es- 
tablislied  for  cotton  over  li'.io  inches  but  less 
than  1%  Inches.  The  report  was  not  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  President  because  of  the  pas¬ 
sage  in  the  interim  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

1948.  It  was  requested  that  the  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  reconsider  the  matter. 

On  July  14,  1948,  a  revised  report  was  sent 
to  the  President,  recommending  a  supple¬ 
mental  quota  of  18,000,000  pounds  for  cotton 
114  inches  or  over  and  less  than  U'/jr,  inches. 
In  addition  it  was  recommended  that  licenses 
be  issued  to  individual  cotton-manufactur¬ 
ing  concerns  on  the  basis  of  their  essential 
needs  for  the  remainder  of  the  quota  year 
ending  September  19,  1948.  A  Presidential 
proclamation  to  this  effect  was  issued  on 
July  20,  1948,  effective  immediately. 

8.  SEVENTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

The  cotton-textile  Industry  requested  a 
further  ""continuation  of  a  supplemental 
quota  as  well  as  a  change  in  the  quota  year 
to  permit  them  to  obtain  foreign  long-staple 
cotton  under  the  quota  under  more  favorable 
conditions.  An  investigation  was  ordered  on 
June  9,  1949,  hearings  were  held  on  July  7, 

1949,  and  a  report  was  Issued  on  August  11. 
The  report  recommended  changing  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  quota  year  to  February  1  each 
year  for  cotton  ll^  inches  or  more  but  less 
than  lU/io  inches  and  establishing  an  Interim 
quota  of  16,487,042  pounds  for  the  period 
September  20,  1949,  to  January  31,  1950.  The 
President’s  proclamation  which  accepted  this 
report  was  Issued  on  September  3,  1949,  ef¬ 
fective  September  20,  1949. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  thank  my 
friend  from  Florida.  As  I  indicated  a 
moment  ago,  I  have  nothing  to  add  to 
my  statement  unless  some  further  ques¬ 
tions  are  asked  of  me.  I  am  very  hope¬ 
ful  that  the  Senate  will  approve  the 
conference  report  next  Monday. 

NOMINATION  OP,J30RDON  DEAN  AS  MEM¬ 
BER  OP  THE  ATOMIC  ENERGY  COM¬ 
MISSION 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  brief  comment  on  the  nom¬ 
inations  for  membership  on  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  which  were  reported 
to  the  Senate  this  afternoon  by  my 
friend  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  McMahon].  I  think  they  are  ex¬ 
cellent  nominations,  and  I  particularly 
wish  to  pay  tribute  and  compliment  this 
afternoon  to  one  of  the  nominees,  whom 
I  know  personally  and  intimately,  Mr. 
Gordon  Dean.  It  was  my  pleasure  dur¬ 
ing  1936  and  1937  to  serve  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice.  Interestingly  enough, 
Mr.  Dean  and  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  McMahon]  were  my  two 
superior  ofBcers.  I  came  to  know  Mr. 
Dean  very  well 
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I  wish  to  say  for  the  Record  that  in  my 
Judgment  Mr.  Gordon  Dean  is  the  type 
of  man  who  should  be  encouraged  to 
take  up  a  career  of  public  service.  He  is 
a  man  of  great  intellectual  integrity  and 
unquestioned  loyalty  to  his  Government. 
He  is  a  man  of  superior  intelligence  and, 
in  my  judgment,  he  has  demonstrated 
by  his  past  public  service  that  he  always 
places  the  public  in);6rest  foremost  in  his 
thinking  when  it  comes  to  rendering  any 
decision  connected  with  his  duty  as  a 
public  servant. 

Although  the  President  of  the  United 
States  has  bestowed  a  great  honor  on 
Mr.  Dean  by  nominating  him  for  this 
post,  the  American  people  also  are  com¬ 
plimented  by  this  nomination,  because 
Mr.  Dean  will  sei’ve  them  with  distinc¬ 
tion.  He  is  a  devoted  public  servant 
who  places  the  public  interest  upper¬ 
most  in  his  service  to  his  country. 
IITCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION- 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considei’ation 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  in¬ 
crease  the  borrowing  power  of  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  hopeful  that  the  Senate  will  dis¬ 
approve  the  conference  report,  which  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  so  ably  but, 
nevertheless,  I  think  mistakenly  de¬ 
fended  here  this  afternoon.  I  do  not 
intend  to  speak  at  great  length.  I  wish 
to  lay  a  foundation  in  the  Record  with 
certain  material  which  I  shall  use  as  a 
basis  for  a  longer  argument  on  Monday. 
I  think  the  conference  report  is  a  most 
unfortunate  report  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  interest  of  the  American  farmers. 
I  think  it  should  be  returned  to  con¬ 
ference  with  specific  instructions  from 
the  Senate  that  the  Senate  wishes  to 
have  further  discussion  with  the  House 
conferees  on  the  adoption  of  the  Mag- 
nuson-Morse  amendment. 

I  believe  that  from  any  angle  from 
which  the  problem  may  be  approached, 
the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  should 
be  approved.  I  desire  to  discuss  it  for 
a  short  time  from  the  viewpoint  of  the 
future  of  the  reciprocal  trade  program. 
I  wish  to  discuss  it  as  a  Republican  who 
has  Supported  the  reciprocal  trade  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  present  administration.  I 
happen  to  be  one  who  believes  that  the 
principle  of  reciprocal  trade  in  the  world 
in  which  we  live  should  be  considered  as 
being  here  to  stay.  I  am  a  Republican 
unalterably  opposed  to  any  movement 
backward  in  the  direction  of  the  Smoot- 
Hawley  tariff  program  for  our  country, 
because  in  my  judgment  the  framework 
of  the  Smoot-Hawley  tariff  is  economic 
isolationism.  Economic  isolationism  will 
jeopardize  peace  in  the  world  today  just 
as  much  as  will  political  isolationism. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  great  dan¬ 
gers — and  I  have  noticed  this  danger 
in  my  brief  service  in  the  Senate— is  that 
too  frequently  there  is  a  tendency  on 
the  part  of  Congress,  yes,  on  the  part  of 
the  American  people,  too,  to  move  from 
one  extreme  to  another,  failing  to  take 
into  account  the  fact  that  we  do  not 


make  progress  in  America  by  extreme 
action.  We  make  progress  in  this  coun¬ 
try  only  when  we  agree  upon  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  sound  principles,  and  then  seek 
to  carry  them  out  reasonably,  moving 
forward  by  degrees,  not  seeking  to  make 
progress  by  way  of  a  social  or  economic 
avalanche. 

I  think  the  principle  of  a  reciprocal 
trade  program  is  sound,  but  certain 
abuses  have  developed  within  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  reciprocal  trade  pro¬ 
gram  to  which  I  would  direct  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  that  I  did  not 
have  to  make  the  statement  I  am  now 
about  to  make,  but  for  the  past  4  years 
I  have  pleaded  with  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  time  and  time  again  to  give  evi¬ 
dence  of  an  intelligent  understanding 
of  America’s  agricultural  problems.  The 
fact  is  that  in  incident  after  incident  the 
State  Department  has  come  to  satisfy 
me  that  it  does  not  have  an  intelligent 
understanding  of  agricultural  problems 
in  America,  and  its  administration  of  the 
reciprocal  trade  program  in  respect  to 
agricultural  products  is  my  exhibit  A  in 
support  of  my  accusation  that  there  is 
a  need  iji  the  State  Department,  in  the 
reciprocal  trade  section,  of  men  who  can 
demonstrate  some  practical  understand¬ 
ing  of  America’s  agricultural  problems. 
Time  after  time  in  recent  years  the  State 
Department,  in  the  name  of  carrying  out 
a  reciprocal  trade  program,  has  discrimi¬ 
nated  against  America’s  farmers,  with 
the  result  that  I  desire  to  say  from  my 
desk  here  today  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  to  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  that,  whether  they  know  it  or  not, 
the  truth  is  that  there  is  a  revolt  develop¬ 
ing  among  American  farmers  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  whole  program  of  reciprocal 
trade.  American  farmers  are  mistaken 
in  their  bejief  that  their  economic  wel¬ 
fare  can  be  served  by  a  return  to  a  high 
tariff  wall,  because  they  must  recognize 
that,  after  all,  their  economic  interests, 
too,  happen  to  be  dependent  upon  the 
economic  welfare  of  other  economic 
groups. 

Mr.  President,  the  American  farmers 
are  right  about  one  thing;  they  are  right 
in  their  insistence  that  the  abuses  in  the 
administration  of  the  reciprocal  trade 
program,  which  have  come  to  character¬ 
ize  the  reciprocal  trade  section  of  the 
State  Department  in  respect  to  agricul¬ 
tural  products,  must  come  to  an  end. 
That  is  one  reason  why  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  has  supported  the  peril 
point  principle  in  respect  to  reciprocal 
trade.  He  continues  to  be  at  a  loss  to 
understand  the  arguments  of  those  who 
criticize  those  who  support  the  peril- 
point  amendment.  He  submits,  when  all 
is  said  and  done  that  the  peril-point 
amendment  is  inherent  in  the  Magnu- 
son-Morse  amendment.  It  is  simply  an 
amendment  which  seeks  to  accomplish 
what  is  consistent  with  our  constitution¬ 
al  system  of  government,  namely,  a 
check  upon  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government. 

It  is  not  an  amendment  which  seeks 
to  destroy  the  reciprocal  trade  principle, 
but  is  an  amendment  which  says  in  ef¬ 
fect,  when  we  simmer  it  all  down  to  its 
essence,  that  there  is  a  duty  resting  upon 


the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
make  certain  that  the  officials  in  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government,  in¬ 
cluding  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  shall  have  the  facts  before  them 
before  they  reach  an  agreement  on  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade.  It  seeks  to  give  assurance 
that  if  the  President  then  goes  forward 
and  executes  a  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ment,  in  direct  opposition  to  what  the 
economic  facts  brought  out  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  peril  point  procedure  may 
show,  he  shall  then  be  required  to  advise 
the  Congress  as  to  why  nevertheless  he 
went  forward  with  the  agreement. 

What  is  wrong  with  that?  Certainly 
we  have  not  reached  the  point  in  this 
country  when  we  are  going  to  delegate 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  or, 
through  him,  to  the  State  Department, 
complete,  arbitrary,  blanket  authority  to 
determine  the  economic  welfare  of  the 
nation  through  executing  reciprocal 
trade  agreements — and  blanket  recipro¬ 
cal  trade  agreements  have  exactly  that 
effect — without  some  effective  check  upon 
them  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States. 

In  connection  with  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment,  I  wish  to  say  that,  I 
am  holding  fast  to  a  principle  which  I 
think  is  fundamental  in  our  system  of 
government,  namely,  the  principle  of 
adequate  checks  of  the  legislature  upon 
the  executive,  just  as  I  support  adequate 
checks  of  the  executive  upon  the  legis¬ 
lature. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  had  had  the  peril- 
point  amendment  in  operation,  or  if  we 
had  had  the  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment  in  operation,  2  years  ago,  certain 
decisions  which  have  been  reached  by 
the  State  Department  in  regard  to  the 
administration  of  reciprocal  trade  could 
not  have  been  put  into  execution.  Tie- 
cause  the  submission  of  the  facts  to  the 
American  people,  through  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  peril  point  amendment,  would 
have  been  the  check  of  fact  necessary  to 
stop  such  arbitrary  action  as  the  State 
Department  has  been  guilty  of  in 
incident  after  incident. 

Therefore,  as  a  supporter  of  the  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade- agreement  principle,  I 
plead  here  this  afternoon  for  a  further 
consideration  of  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment,  because  I  think  it  will  op¬ 
erate  as  an  effective  check  upon  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government,  and 
I  think  it  will  bring  some  sense  to  the 
State  Department  in  regard  to  agricul¬ 
tural  products,  the  lack  of  which  has 
characterized  so  much  of  the  action  of 
the  State  Department  in  the  field  of  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade  in  the  past  4  or  5  years. 

It  has  been  5  years  now  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson] 
and  the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon 
have  fought  shoulder  to  shoulder  on 
this  issue.  This  is  not  the  first  time  we 
have  been  able  to  get  through  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  the  United  States  the  principle  of 
the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment.  We 
got  it  through  in  the  Eightieth  Congress, 
we  got  it  through  in  the  first  session  of 
the  Eighty-first  Congress,  and  how  were 
we  undercut  in  the  last  session  of  the 
Congress  in  this  matter? 

The  Senator  from  Washington  is  here 
and  he  can  check  me  now  for  accm'acy. 
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but  I  want  to  submit  for  the  record  my 
understanding  of  what  happened  in  the 
last  session.  After  we  had  again  secured 
Senate  approval  of  the  principle  for 
which  we  are  once  more  fighting,  it  was 
reported  to  the  Senate  and  to  the  con¬ 
ferees  that  a  gentleman’s  understanding 
had  been  worked  out,  that  there  had 
been  an  informal  understanding  or  as¬ 
surance  from  the  State  Department  that 
in  the  future  vei'y  careful  consideration 
would  be  given  to  the  type  of  problem 
the  Senator  from  Washington  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon  had  raised 
time  and  time  again  with  State  Depart¬ 
ment  officials  and  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  officials.  Assurance  was  given, 
so  I  understood,  that  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  would  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  but 
did  not  want  it  written  into  the  law. 
I  may  say,  seeing  the  present  occupant 
in  the  chair  is  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  that  we  appreciate  the 
gi'eat  help  we  have  received  from  him  in 
years  past  in  dealing  with  the  very  prob¬ 
lem  I  am  now  discussing. 

Mr.  President,  gentlemen’s  agree¬ 
ments  in  the  Senate  are  one  thing. 
Gentlemen’s  agreements  and  under¬ 
standings  in  the  Senate  are  as  good  as 
the  coin  of  the  realm.  They  are  lived 
up  to.  They  are  the  legal  tender  of  good 
faith.  But  it  is  sad  to  report  that  I  have 
not  formed  a  very  favorable  impression 
to  date  respecting  gentlemen’s  agree¬ 
ments  with  certain  departments  of  the 
Government  or  the  executive  side.  I 
mean  that  as  no  reflection  on  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  because  let  me 
say  here  as.  a  Republican  that  if  we  have 
a  gentleman’s  understanding  with  the 
President  of  the  United  States  it,  too, 
is  as  good  as  the  coin  of  the  realm.  Hav¬ 
ing  had  such  understandings  with  the 
President,  I  know  whereof  I  speak. 

But  the  President  of  the  United  States 
cannot  begin  to  keep  his  fingers  on  all 
the  intricacies  of  operation  of  the  many 
departments  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government.  I  happen  to  be  one 
who  believes  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  is  not  fully  aware  of  the 
way  the  Reciprocal  Trade  Section  of  the 
United  States  State  Department,  partic¬ 
ularly  in  respect  to  agricultural  products, 
has  been  working  in  years  immediately 
past.  I  am  sorry  to  have  to  express  such 
a  lack"  of  confidence  in  that  section  of 
the  State  Department,  but  I  do  so,  based 
upon  very  sad  experience  with  it. 

It  is  interesting  to  note,  from  the  ma¬ 
terial  I  shall  insert  in  the  Record  before 
I  close,  Mr.  President,  that  it  was  the 
State  Department  again,  in  spite  of  the 
informal  assurance  I  thought  we  had  in 
days  gone  by,  that  was  going  to  see  to 
it  that  the  particular  problems  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  and  I  have 
stressed  so  many  times  in  connection 
with  this  particular  issue  would  be  han¬ 
dled  on  the  basis  of  facts;  yet,  it  was  the 
State  Department  that  appeared  pri¬ 
marily  against  the  amendment,  and  as 
I  shall  show  on  Monday,  offered  a  series 
of  specious  arguments  in  opposition  to  it. 

Oh,  let  us  stop  “kidding”  ourselves 
about  this,  Mr.  President.  Let  us  face 
the  fact — and  I  assert  it  is  the  fact — 


that  what  that  group  in  the  State  De¬ 
partment  really  wants  is  unchecked, 
arbitrary,  discretionary  power  to  enter 
into  reciprocal  trade  agreements  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  United  States  Government 
with  foreign  powers,  unchecked  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

I  believe  in  the  check-and-balance 
system  of  our  Government.  I  believe, 
Mr.  President,  that  before  the  State  De¬ 
partment  enters  into  reciprocal  trade 
agreements  the  American  people  are 
entitled  to  know  that  there  has  been  a 
presentation  of  facts  to  the  executive 
branch  of  Government,  through  a  legis¬ 
lative  check  such  as  the  peril-point 
amendment  seeks  to  accomplish,  which 
would  in  effect  be  accomplished  by  the 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment  in  respect 
to  agricultural  products.  Once  that 
checking  of  fact  has  been  submitted, 
then  let  the  administration  face  those 
facts  and  decide  at  that  point  whether 
or  not  it  then  wants  to  go  forward  with 
a  specific  proposed  reciprocal  trade 
agreement. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment. 

I  think  that  is  sound  administration. 

I  think  that  is  carrying  out  the  principle 
of  checks  and  balances  of  American  con¬ 
stitutional  government.  But  I  want  to 
say,  as  a  constitutional  liberal  on  the 
Republican  side  of  the  aisle  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  that  the  American  people  had  better 
wake  up,  before  it  is  too  late,  and  realize 
the  growing  expansion  of  arbitrary 
power  on  the  part  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government.  If  we  let 
that  trend  continue  in  America,  then  the 
American  people  are  going  to  lose  the 
effectiveness  of  one  of  the  greatest  guar¬ 
anties  they  have,  namely,  the  principle 
of  checks  that  the  founding  fathers 
themselves  wrote  into  the  Constitution. 
By  disuse  there  comes  atrophy.  If  we, 
the  Congress,  continue  in  bill  after  bill 
to  grant  into  the  hands  of  departments 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  more  and  more  unchecked  power, 
we  are  going  to  find  in  the  years  to  come 
that  the  whole  system  of  checks  and  bal¬ 
ances  will  atrophy.  If  he  does  not  watch 
out,  a  Senator  of  the  United  States  wilK 
soon  find  himself,  when  he  stands  up 
to  defend  one  of  the  great  safeguards 
of  freedom  for  the  American  people, 
namely,  the  principle  of  using  checks 
and  balances  against  arbitrary  power  on 
the  part  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  as  one  who  is  talking  al¬ 
most  a  foreign  theory.  We  have  already 
gone  so  far.  Mi*.  President,  that  it  has 
become  characteristic  of  the  thinking  of 
too  many  heads  of  too  many  sections  of 
the  executive  branch  ^  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  particularly  in  the  Siate  Depart¬ 
ment,  that  the  Congress  or  the  United 
States  should  not  even  contemplate  im¬ 
posing  checks  upon  them. 

I  know  of  no  department  of  Govern¬ 
ment  that  needs  more  checks  today  than 
the  State  Department,  and  particularly 
in  the  whole  field  of  the  administration 
of  the  reciprocal  trade  program  and 
other  foreign  trade  matters.  I  shall 
continue  to  defend  and  fight  for  the 


principle  of  reciprocal  trade,  but  I  also 
shall  continue  to  insist  that  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  reciprocal  trade  program 
must  be  brought  within  the  realm  of  an 
adequate  check  on  the  part  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  branch  of  the  Government.  I 
think  that  is  inherent  in  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment. 

I  now  yield  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Washington. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  should  like 
to  say  to  my  friend,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon,  that  since  the 
junior  Senator  from  Washington  first 
came  to  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
about  4  years  ago  he  has  heard  a  very 
great  deal  about  reciprocal  trade  treaties 
and  agreements  without  being  certain 
that  he  actually  understands  the  proper 
and  true  meaning  of  the  word.  I  wonder 
if  the  Senator  from  Oregon  can  tell  me 
how  any  trade  agreement  which  is  either 
unfair  or  lopsided  or  unjust  to  American 
industries  and  American  consumers  can 
be  construed  to  constitute  a  reciprocal 
trade  treaty? 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  the  facts  are  as  as¬ 
sumed  by  the  Senator’s  hypothetical 
question  to  be  the  case,  then  of  course  his 
question  answers  itself.  Such  a  recipro¬ 
cal  trade  agreement  could  not  be  fair. 
Such  a  reciprocal  trade  agreement  would 
be  discriminatory. 

I  am  glad  the  Senator  raised  the  ques¬ 
tion,  because  it  leads  to  the  very  next 
point  I  want  to  make  in  respect  to  the 
obligation  which  I  think  the  people  of 
the  United  States  owe  to  the  American 
farmer  in  connection  with  reciprocal 
trade  agreements  affecting  certain  basic 
commodities  of  American  agriculture, 
I  want  to  make  the  point  in  this  way : 

I  should  like  to  be  reassured,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  that  there  is  at.  least  one  man  or 
one  official  in  the  State  Department  who 
knows  that  it  takes  from  10  to  12  years 
to  grow  an  orchard  of  trees  to  profitable 
production,  be  the  trees  filberts  or  wal¬ 
nuts,  be  they  cherries  or  apples,  be  they 
pears  or  peaches. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  that,  strik¬ 
ing  an  average,  from  10  to  a  dozen  years 
are  required  to  get  an  orchard  to  a  point 
where  the  orchardist  can  make  a  reason¬ 
able  profit  in  a  good  year  from  his  or¬ 
chard.  Yet  in  the  State  Department 
there  are  theorists  who  apparently  have 
no  compunction  about  working  out  a 
reciprocal  trade  agreement  which  will 
wipe  out,  insofar  as  reasonable  profits 
are  concerned,  thousands  of  acres  of 
orchards  in  the  United  States,  ignoring 
the  arguments  whicri  many  of  us  in  the 
Senate  have  made  in  the  past  5  years. 
Among  those  Senators  I  include  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
the  junior  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Cain],  my  colleague  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Cordon],  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  who  also  has 
been  of  assistance  in  this  connection, 
in  regard  to  certain  fruit  crops  in  Florida. 

What  reply  do  we  receive  from  the 
State  Department,  Mr.  President?  The 
reply  is,  “Of  course  we  cannot  enter  into 
reciprocal  trade  agreements  without 
having  some  injury  done  to  America.” 

Mr.  President,  that  is  granted;  I  have 
never  denied  that  premise,  I  realize 
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that  we  cannot  continue  the  reciprocal 
trade  agreement  program — and  I  think 
It  is  essential  that  it  be  continued,  from 
the  standpoint  of  world  peace— without 
doing  some  injury  to  some  segments  of 
the  American  economy,  including  some 
segments  of  the  agricultural  economy. 
But,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  who  should 
bear  the  loss?  Is  it  fair,  is  it  sporting 
fair,  to  have  a  small  group  of  economic 
theorists  in  the  State  Department  fly  to 
Geneva  and  work  out  a  reciprocal  trade 
agreement  affecting,  for  instance,  the 
orchards  of  the  United  States — and 
what  I  am  saying  about  the  orchards 
can  likewise  be  said  with  equal  force  in 
regard  to  a  good  many  other  agricultur¬ 
al  products  of  the  United  States — and 
by  that  one  agreement  heap  upon  that 
group  of  American  farmers  all  the  losses 
resulting  therefrom — and  I  emphasize 
the  word  “all.”  If  such  a  reciprocal 
trade  agreement  is  essential  for  the  eco¬ 
nomic  welfare  of  the  United  States,  over 
the  long  pull,  then  I  say  it  is  essential 
that  all  the  American  people  stand  a 
part  of  the  loss  which  flows  from  the 
agreement. 

Do  not  forget,  Mr.  President,  that  in 
these  days  we  are  living  in  a  world  in 
which  many  nations  with  whom  we 
carry  on  reciprocal  trade  negotiations 
are  not  functioning  on  the  basis  of  a 
private  free-enterprise  system.  To  the 
contrary,  in  these  negotiations,  these 
days,  we  are  dealing  with  a  great  many 
nations  which  are  operating,  in  varying 
degrees,  upon  the  basis  of  a  state  econ¬ 
omy.  That  is  true  whether  it  be  Great 
Britain,  France,  Italy,  or  even  the 
Scandinavian  countries;  and  also  there 
is  much  of  it  in  the  Low  Countries.  We 
have  to  do  economic  business  with 
them ;  but  cannot  -the  Senate  see,  can¬ 
not  the  administration  see,  that  when 
we  are  negotiating  a  reciprocal  trade 
agreement  with  another  nation  in  re¬ 
spect  to  a  particular  product  which 
comes  under  a  state-economy  program, 
then  we  place  the  American  producers 
of  that  product  at  a  great  disadvantage? 
This  point  is  particularly  true  in  respec.t 
to  manufactured  products,  more  so  than 
in  respect  to  agricultural  products,  al¬ 
though  even  there  it  is  interesting  to 
note,  in  the  case  of  the  state-economy 
countries,  the  state  aid  which  flows  to 
their  farmers  as  a  result  of  a  state- 
economy  program.  So  the  fact  is  that  in 
a  great  many  instances  there  is  really 
very  little  reciprocity  between  a  state- 
economy  nation  and  our  Nation  with  its 
free  economy. 

So  I  say  again  today  what  I  have  been 
heard  to  say  on  other  occasions,  that 
one  of  the  reasons  why  we  need  to  have 
all  the  economic  facts  in  advance  of  the 
negotiation  of  a  particular  reciprocal 
trade  agreement  is  the  necessity  of  in¬ 
forming  the  American  people,  as  well  as 
the  administration — which  has  the  pri¬ 
mary  responsibility  for  negotiating  such 
agreements — as  to  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  agreement  upon  a  given  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  American  economy  and, 
therefore,  indirectly  upon  the  total 
economy. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  will  yield  as  soon  as 
I  finish  this  particular  point. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
what  I  am  pleading  for.  However,  that 
is  not  the  way  it  works.  The  theorists 
in  the  State  Department  fly  to  Geneva 
and  negotiate  a  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ment.  Of  course,  the  Congress  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  rubber-stamp  it;  in  fact,  in 
American  politics  we  have  almost 
reached  the  point  where  if  those  of  us 
who  serve  in  Congress  do  not  automati¬ 
cally  rubber-stamp  with  approval  the 
reciprocal-trade  negotiations  of  the 
State  Department,  then  efforts  are  made 
to  brand  us  as  persons  opposed  to  the 
reciprocal-trade  principle.  However, 
Mr.  President,  I  am  used  to  that  kind  of 
misrepresentation,  and  it  does  not  both¬ 
er  me  a  bit.  I  am  continuing  with  my 
fight  to  do  what  I  can  to  force  this  ad¬ 
ministration  to  face  the  economic  facts 
in  regard  to  the  effects  of  some  of  the 
reciprocal  trade  agreements  upon  Amer¬ 
ica  and  the  American  economy  and,  in 
this  instance,  particularly  in  respect  to 
the  effects  upon  the  agricultural 
economy.  _  ■ 

I  say  that  the  farmers  of  the  United 
States  are  entitled  to  have  the  losses 
spread  among  the  American  people  as  a 
whole,  and  not  brought  to  bear  entirely 
upon  the  orchardist,  for  example,  who 
has  spent  from  10  to  12  years  of  hard 
labor  in  bringing  an  orchard  up  to 
profitable  condition,  only  to  have  it 
wiped  out,  in  effect,  by  an  unfortunate 
reciprocal  trade  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  insert  in  the 
Record  at  this  point,  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  personal  experience,  some  evi¬ 
dence  which  I  know  very  well  can  be 
subject  to  misinterpretation  by  those 
who  do  not  know  me  personally.  How¬ 
ever,  it  will  not  be  subject  to  misinter¬ 
pretation  by  anyone  who  is  personally 
acquainted  with  me,  because  I  think  my 
acquaintances  know  that  a  personal  eco¬ 
nomic  interest  would  not  cause  me  to 
change  a  position  on  any  matter  of 
principle.  Yet  when  I  give  this  example 
I  know  there  will  be  those  who  will  say, 
“Oh,  oh !  He  lost  some  money,  and  that 
explains  his  position  on  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  .amendment.  ” 

To  the  contrary,  Mr.  President,  my  ex¬ 
perience  in  the  particular  matter  which 
I  now  wish  to  mention  gives  me  personal 
authority  to  speak  on  the  subject,  be¬ 
cause  I  happen  to  know  the  effects  of 
some  of  the  actions  of  some  of  the  starry- 
eyed  theorists  in  the  State  Department — 
in  this  connection,  Mr.  President,  as  re¬ 
gards  some  ojE,  their  negotiations  in  con¬ 
nection  with  filbert  nuts. 

I  happen  to  have  had — and  note,  I 
emphasize  “to  have  had” — a  small  filbert 
orchard,  merely  a  small  hobby  orchard; 
not  one  on  which  I  could  have  made  any 
substantial  living,  but  one  consisting  of 
about  3  Yi  acres.  For  a  professional  man 
who  spends  most  of  the  hours  of  the  day 
in  the  oiBce  and  then  tries  to  take  care 
of  a  small  orchard  during  the  seasons 
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of  the  year  at  least  when  the  orchard 
needs  attention,  taking  care  of  3 1/2  acres 
of  filberts  is  no  small  job.  At  any  rate, 
it  keeps  a  man  in  trim. 

The  reciprocal-trade-theory  boys  in 
the  State  Department,  who,  I  suspect 
from  conversations  with  some  of  them, 
had  never  seen  a  filbert  tree,  consum¬ 
mated  certain  reciprocal- trade  agree¬ 
ments  covering  filberts,  with  the  result 
that  our  domestic  market  was  flooded 
with  foreign  nuts.  As  a  result  the  filbert 
growers  have  been  taking  a  tremendous 
loss.  It  reached  a  point  where  for  two 
reasons  I  decided  to  tear  out  my  filbert 
trees  and  grow  hay.  It  got  to  the  point 
where  my  loss  was  so  much  on  my  mere 
314  acres  that  I  jerked  the  trees  out  of 
the  ground  and  sowed  a  crop  of  oat  hay 
because  I  could  not  afford  the  financial 
loss  caused  by  the  State  Department 
boys.  Further  I  wanted  to  place  myself 
in  such  a  position  that  no  one  could  say 
that  I  have  any  particular  vested  interest 
in  any  particular  orchard  growing 
filberts.  I  at  least  have  removed  that 
basis  of  criticism.  But  the  experience  I 
have  had  with  my  own  little  filbert 
orchard  satisfies  me  that  the  theorists 
in  the  State  Department  simply  do  not 
know  the  A  B  C’s  of  agricultural  prob¬ 
lems  in  this  country.  They  need  to  have 
some  checks  brought  to  bear  upon  them. 
They  need  to  have  the  kind  of  check 
provided  in  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  and  the  kind  of  check  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  peril-point  amendment 
which,  on  two  occasions  has  been  de¬ 
feated  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States. 

I  take  the  position  that  if  the  State 
Deparment  officials  are  to  be  given  the 
arbitrary  power  which  they  are  exercis¬ 
ing,  and  if  it  is  decided  that  it  is  in  the 
best  economic  interest  of  the  United 
States  to  go  forward  with  a  reciprocal- 
trade  agreement  affecting,  for  example, 
some  segment  of  American  agriculture, 
then  the  losses  resulting  therefrom 
should  be  spread  over  all  the  people  of 
th^United  States.  I^Upposedly  the  reci-'* 
pfocal'-trade  program  has  been  entered 
into  for  the  economic  benefit  of  all  our 
people.  It  is  not  fair  to  levy  the  total 
cost  of  the  loss  accruing  on  but  one  small 
segment  of  American  agriculture. 

That  is  pretty  much  the  point  of  view 
of  farm  leaders,  to  whose  views  I  shall 
refer  in  a  moment,  in  regard  not  only 
to  this  amendment  but  in  regard  to  their 
general  objections  to  the  reciprocal- 
trade  agreements  made  by  the  State  De¬ 
partment  respecting  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts.  I  say,  not  with  unkindness,  or  at 
least  without  any  intent  to  be  unkind, 
that  what  is  needed  in  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  in  the  reciprocal-trade  section 
apparently  is  men  who  show  at  least 
some  evidence  of  an  understanding  of 
the  agricultural  problems  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  To  date  I  say  they  have  shown  for 
the  most  part  a  sorry  ignorance,  a 
lack  of  any  knowledge  of  agricultural 
problems. 

I  yield  now  to  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  is  seriously  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  meanings  of  words.  The 
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Senator  from  Oregon  undoubtedly  has 
read  and  studied,  as  has  the  Senator 
from  Washington,  a  number  of  the  trade 
agreements  signed  by  the  United  States 
with  other  countries  throughout  the 
world.  Has  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
ever  been  able  to  find  the  word  “recip¬ 
rocal”  in  a  single  trade  treaty  at  any 
time  signed  by  this  Nation  with  some 
other  nation? 

The  reason  I  raise  the  question  is  that 
I  am  pretty  much  of  opinion  that 
reciprocity  means  to  share  equally.  It 
is  obvious  to  any  man  who  can  think 
that  a  good  many  of  the  trade  treaties 
now  binding  upon  our  country  do  not 
share  equally.  They,  therefore,  cause 
great  suffering  to  American  farmers  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  and  to  other 
American  industries.  I  am  about  to  fall 
heir  to  a  very  strong  opinion  that  some¬ 
one  possessed  of  an  acutely  sensitive 
mind,  with  a  vocabulary  well  suited  to 
publicizing  something  which  is  not  true, 
has  hit  upon  the  word  “reciprocal,”  and 
has  used  it  so  incessantly  that  it  has  be¬ 
come  a  byword  throughout  the  Nation. 
It  is  a  word  which  is  about  as  mislead¬ 
ing  as  any  word  I  could  possibly  call  to 
mind.  I  wonder  whether  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  shares  my  concern  about 
the  misuse,  if  I  am  correct  in  terming  it 
that,  of  the  expression  “reciprocal  trade 
treaty,”  when  everything  he  has  said  this 
afternoon  indicates  that  the  basis  of  his 
charges  is  that  there  is  no  reciprocity 
In  the  agreements  which  are  called  re¬ 
ciprocal. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  has  answered  the  question 
for  me.  The  burden  of  my  argument 
this  afternoon  is  that,  particularly  in  re¬ 
spect  to  agreements  affecting  agricul¬ 
tural  products,  they  have  not  been  re¬ 
ciprocal. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Yet  the  State  Department 
constantly  refers  to  them  as  reciprocal 
trade  agreements,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  concedes,  does  he 
not,  that  the  so-called  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  would  not  be  effective,  let 
us  say,  with  respect  to  the  filbert  grow¬ 
ers,  unless  they  were  to  have  a  program 
of  some  kind? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  they  do  have. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Just  a  moment.  I 
want  to  ascertain  the  fact.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  effect  for  the  filbert  grow¬ 
ers,  the  apple  growers,  and  other  fruit 
growers?  Can  the  Senator  tell  us  for 
the  Record?  I  should  like  to  know. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  only  program  we 
have  ever  been  able  to  place  in  oper¬ 
ation  for  the  filbert  growers  has  been 
the  Morse  marketing  agreement,  which 
I  got  through  the  Senate  last  year,  and 
which  the  House  approved.  We  did  not 
receive  much  encouragement  from  the 
State  Department  or  the  Agriculture  De¬ 


partment  for  that  agreement,  I  may  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  We  have 
not  been  able  to  get  any  sympathy  from 
the  State  Department  in  most  of  the 
controversies  over  agricultural  products, 
whether  affecting  filberts,  apples,  pears, 
or  what  not.  I  submit  it  is  more  be¬ 
cause  of  ignorance  in  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  than  of  intent.  I  simply  think 
they  do  not  know  their  stuff  when  it 
comes  to  agricultural  problems.  That  is 
why  I  believe  we  must  take  the  arbitrary 
power  away  from  them  and  provide  a 
checking  channel  whereby  we  can  stop 
the  starry-eyed  theorists  of  the  State 
Department,  who  have  come  from  the 
economic  classrooms  of  America  but  not 
from  the  farms  of  America,  to  deal  with 
the  problems  of  American  agriculture. 
I  say  that  as  one  who  taught  for  more 
than  20  years.  But  I  desire  to  add  that 
I  think  it  is  also  important  that  we  bring 
together  both  practical  men  and  theo¬ 
rists  when  we  come  to  study  the  effect 
of  a  reciprocal  trade  agreement  on  Amer¬ 
ican  agriculture. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  will 
admit,  then,  will  he  not,  that  the  only 
way  by  which  any  assistance  can  be  af¬ 
forded  the  fa,rmer  under  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment  is  to  have  an  effec¬ 
tive  program  as  to  the  product  grown? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes,  it  is  necessary  that 
there  be  an  effective  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  view,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes,  but  marketing 
agreements  are  worthless  if  the  State 
Department  is  free  to  defqat  their  pur¬ 
pose  by  entering  into  an  unfair  recip¬ 
rocal  trade  agreement. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  understand  that. 
But  unless  there  is  a  program  in  effect, 
the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment,  even 
if  adopted,  would  not  be  effective  as  to 
the  growers  of  any  commodity  not  cov¬ 
ered  by  an  effective  program.  Is  not 
that  correct? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Until  they  put  a  market¬ 
ing  program  into  effect. 

Miv  ELLENDER.  I  merely  wanted  the 
record  to  show  that  that  was  in  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  mind. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  no  quarrel  with 
that.  There  are  some  good  marketing 
programs  in  effect  which  would  profit 
greatly  from  the  adoption  of  the  Mag¬ 
nuson-Morse  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  spoken  as  long 
as  I  care  to  this  afternoon.  I  shall  make 
my  major  argument  on  the  amendment 
itself  on  Monday,  but  at  this  point  I  de¬ 
sire  to  insert  in  the  Record  certain  sup¬ 
porting  material  which  I  think  ade¬ 
quately  sustains  the  position  which  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  Washington  have 
taken. 

I  have  here  a  telegram  from  Albert  S. 
Goss  of  the  National  Grange,  which  reads 
as  follows: 

The  National  Grange  appreciates  and  hopes 
you  will  continue  to  Insist  on  the  Magnuson 
amendment  In  the  CCO  bill.  We  feel  it  Is 
vital  to  any  program  of  price  supports. 

The  next  Is  a  telegram  from  John  J. 
Riggle,  assistant  secretary,  National 
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Council  of  Parmer  Cooperatives,  reading 
as  follows: 

National  Council  of  Farmer  Cooperatives 
strongly  urges  your  support  of  original  text 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment  to  CCC  bill 
when  It  reaches  Senate  floor.  We  believe  lan¬ 
guage  suggested  by  conferees  Is  not  adequate 
to  give  United  States  farmers  protection  they 
udgently  need  against  Injurious  Imports. 

The  next  is  a  telegram  from  John  E. 
Trunk,  general  manager.  Northwest  Nut 
Growers,  which  reads  as  follows: 

One  of  our  greatest  legislative  disappoint¬ 
ments  Is  conferees’  rejection  of  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment  for  section  22.  Many  agri¬ 
cultural  crops  including  ours  face  ruination 
and  discontinuance  under  present  State  De¬ 
partment  trade  policies.  May  we  ask  your 
help  to  flght  on  Senate  floor  rejection  of  con¬ 
ference  report  and  insist  that  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment  be  accepted? 

The  next  telegram  is  from  E.  P.  Forbes, 
president.  Western  States  Meat  Pack¬ 
ers  Association,  of  San  Francisco,  Calif., 
which  reads  as  follows: 

We  wholeheartedly  favor  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment  to  the  CCC  bill,  H.  R.  6567, 
which  was  passed  by  the  Senate  to  protect 
against  excessive  imports  of  agricultural 
commodities  on  which  we  have  price  support 
programs.  The  amendments  substituted  by 
the  conferees  after  striking  out  the  Mag¬ 
nuson-Morse  amendment  have  no  value  and 
offer  no  protection,  but  merely  act  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  present  unsatisfactory  situation. 
We  urge  that  you  flght  for  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment  as  the  practical  answer 
to  this  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  in  the  Record  what  I  con¬ 
sider  to  be  a  very  excellent  synopsis  and 
analysis  of  the  action  of  the  conferees 
on  the  bill,  which  has  been  prepared  by 
my  good  friend  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson],  entitled  “Brief  Analysis  of 
Conferees’  Action  on  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  Bill,  H.  R.  6567.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Brief  Analysis  of  Conferees’  Action  on 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Bill,  H.  R. 

6567 

(By  Warren  G.  Magnuson,  United  States 
Senator) 

On  Thursday,  June  15,  House-Senate  con¬ 
ferees  reached  agreement  on  differences  In 
the  two  versions  of  H.  R.  6567.  The  Senate 
version  of  this  bill  contained,  as  section  3, 
the  so-called  Magnuson-Morse  amendment. 
This  amendment  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  for  existing  section  22  of  the 
AAA. 

Section  22  gives  the  President  only  limited 
and  only  permissive  authority  to  deal  with 
agricultural  Imports.  The  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  does  not  expand  his  authority 
or  make  It  mandatory.  If  the  facts  warrant 
It,  he  may  impose  an  Import  fee  up  to  50 
percent  ad  valorem  or  a  quota  not  less  than 
60  percent  of  the  Imports  during  a  repre¬ 
sentative  period. 

Please  bear  in  mind  that  section  3  of  H.  R. 
6567,  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment,  was 
adopted  unanimously  by  the  Senate  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee.  It  was  adopted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  without  objection  and  after  a  3-day  floor 
fight  last  year,  similar  language  was  approved 
by  a  vote  of  44  to  28.  Last  year,  too,  the 
amendment  was  lost  In  conference. 

•A  subsection,  F,  was  added  to  section  22 
by  the  Eightieth  Congress.  The  most  im¬ 
portant  single  provision  of  the  Magnuson- 
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Morse  amendment  Is  the  substitute  for  this 
subsection. 

Here  is  the  way  subsection  P  now  reads; 
“No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall 
be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any  treaty 
or  other  international  agreement  to  which 
the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a 
party.” 

The  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  reverses 
the  emphasis  by  saying: 

“No  international  agreement  hereafter 
shall  be  entered  into  by  the  United  States 
or  renewed,  extended,  or  allowed  to  extend 
beyond  its  permissible  termination  date  in 
contravention  of  this  section.” 

Here  is  the  language  the  conferees  adopted : 
“(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section 
shall  be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any 
treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to 
which  the  United  States  is  or  hereinafter  be¬ 
comes  a  party;  but  no  international  agree¬ 
ment  or  amendment  to  an  existing  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  shall  hereafter  be  entered 
into  which  does  not  permit  the  enforcement 
of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  articles 
and  countries  to  which  such  agreement  or 
amendment  is  applicable  to  the  full  extent 
that  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  as  heretofore  entered  into  by  the 
United  States,  permits  such  enforcement 
with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries 
to  which  such  general  agreement  is  applica¬ 
ble.  Prescription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty  for 
any  article  than  that  prescribed  by  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade  shall  not, 
if  subject  to  the  escape  provisions  of  such 
general  agreement,  be  deemed  a  violation  of 
this  subsection.” 

If  you  will  read  the  underscored  portions 
of  this  language  you  will  see  why  it  is  so 
objectionable.  The  net  effect  is  to  ratify 
article  11  of  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade — or  to  put  it  another  way, 
the  net  effect  is  to  make  section  22  subordi¬ 
nate  to  article  11  of  GATT  and  to  authorize 
the  Department  of  State  in  any  new  trade 
agreements  to  follow  the  same  pattern.  As 
a  practical  matter  present  provisions  of 
GATT  nullify  section  22. 

The  most  pertinent  part  of  article  11  of 
GATT  reads  as  follows: 

“1.  No  prohibitions  or  restrictions  other 
than  duties,  taxes,  or  other  charges,  whether 
made  effective  through  quotas,  import  or  ex¬ 
port  licenses  or  other  measures,  shall  be  in¬ 
stituted  or  maintained  by  any  contracting 
party  on  the  importation  of  any  product  of 
the  territory  of  any  other  contracting  party 
or  on  the  exportation  or  sale  for  export  of  any 
product  destined  for  the  territory  of  any 
other  contracting  party. 

“2.  (c)  Import  restrictions  on  any  agri¬ 
cultural  or  fisheries  product,  imported  in  any 
form,  necessary  to  the  enforcement  of  gov¬ 
ernmental  measures  which  operate — 

“(1)  to  restrict  the  quantities  of  the  like 
domestic  product  permitted  to  be  marketed 
or  produced,  or,  if  there  is  no  substantial 
domestic  production  of  the  like  product,  of  a 
domestic  product  for  which  the  Imported 
product  can  be  directly  substituted;  or 
“(ii)  to  remove  a  temporary  surplus  of  the 
like  domestic  product,  or,  if  there  is  no  sub¬ 
stantial  domestic  production  of  the  like 
product,  of  a  domestic  product  for  which  the 
imported  product  can  be  directly  substituted, 
by  making  the  surplus  available  to  certain 
groups  of  domestic  consumers  free  of  charge 
or  at  prices  below  the  current  market  level;  or 
“(ill)  to  restrict  the  quantities  permitted 
to  be  produced  of  any  animal  product  the 
production  of  which  is  directly  dependent, 
wholly  or  mainly,  on  the  Imported  com¬ 
modity,  if  the  domestic  production  of  that 
commodity  is  relatively  negligible.” 

Since  the  net  effect  of  the  conferees’  ac¬ 
tion  on  H.  R.  6567  is  to  subordinate  section 
22  to  article  11  of  GATT,  it  would  be  far  bet¬ 
ter  and  certainly  more  forthright  to  repeal 
section  22. 


FURTHER  ACTION 

The  conferees  also  “compromised  out  of  the 
bill”  the  streamlining  provision  of  the  Mag¬ 
nuson-Morse  amendment.  The  amendment 
transferred  from  the  Tariff  Commission  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  full  responsi¬ 
bility  for  developing  the  facts  upon  which 
the  President  would  act,  in  cases  where  im¬ 
ports  threaten  domestic  farm  programs. 

Justification  for  streamlining  stems  from 
the  fact  existing  machinery  is  so  cumber¬ 
some  as  to  be  totally  Ineffective — particularly 
in  the  case  of  perishables.  Net  effect  of  con¬ 
ferees’  action  is  to  write  into  section  22  the 
procedure  presently  followed  under  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  7233,  dated  November  23,  1935. 
This  accomplishes  nothing. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  letter  which  I 
have  received  from  Frank  W.  Taylor, 
secretary-manager,  Northwest  Horticul¬ 
tural  Council,  dated  April  11,  1950,  at¬ 
tached  to  which  is  a  brief  prepared  by 
the  Northwest  Horticultural  Council  in 
support  of  the  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  brief  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Northwest  Horticultural  Council, 

Wenatchee,  Wash.,  April  11,  1950. 
Hon.  Watne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Wayne;  I  am  indeed  sorry  that  cir¬ 
cumstances  beyond  my  control  prevented  my 
my  seeing  you  in  your  office  last  Friday  morn¬ 
ing  as  planned  so  that  we  could  further  dis¬ 
cuss  the  above  Senate  bill  which,  as  you 
know,  has  been  reported  out  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  to 
accompany  H.  R.  6567  which  was  passed  by 
the  House  and  provides  for  increased  borrow¬ 
ing  power  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  Senate  report  No.  1375,  as  you 
know,  includes  in  addition  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  borrowing  authorization, 
the  Magnuson-Morse  sponsored  amendment 
to  change  section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act.  This  amendment  is  of  vital 
Importance  to  our  industry  particularly  as  it 
is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  to  afford  our 
fruit  and  other  perishable  agricultural  in¬ 
dustries  streamlined  action  designed  for  pro¬ 
tection  against  injuries  imports. 

In  our  particular  case,  the  chief  problem 
is,  as  you  know,  heavy  and  unrestricted  im¬ 
ports  of  Canadian  apples.  We  have  long  at¬ 
tempted,  both  in  the  departments  and  leg¬ 
islatively,  to  secure  such  protection  and  we 
consider  it  of  paramount  importance  to  the 
northwest  apple  industry  that  the  Magnu¬ 
son-Morse  amendment  to  S.  2826  be  passed  by 
the  Senate  in  its  present  form.  We  know 
that  you  will  see  that  it  is  supported  on  the 
fioor  when  the  Senate  considers  this  bill  and 
we  urge  that  you  oppose  any  attempts  to 
change  its  text  either  for  political  reasons  or 
otherwise.  Once  it  has  passed  the  Senate  we 
also  sincerely  hope  that  you  will  use  your  in¬ 
fluence  with  your  colleagues  in  the  House 
to  insure  its  acceptance  by  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  from  the  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee. 

We  strongly  recommend  that,  if  the  bill 
passes  the  Senate  and  the  amendment  to 
section  22,  of  which  you  are  cosponsor,  is  re¬ 
jected  in  conference,  that  you  and  Senator 
Magnuson  rally  your  colleagues  and  insist 
that  the  Senate  refuse  to  accept  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  unless  your  amendment  is  in¬ 
cluded. 

Although  we  have  glven.you,  from  time  to 
time  a  great  deal  of  information  on  the  sit¬ 
uation  that  confronts  us,  the  writer  believes 
that  the  attached  copy  of  a  letter  addressed 


to  Mr.  Hyman  Leiklnd  of  the  United  States 
Tariff  Commission  by  Mr.  J.  Walter  Hebert, 
chairman  of  our  import  committee,  boils 
down  pertinent  facts  that  may  be  useful  to 
you  in  supporting  our  contention  that  the 
proposed  change  in  section  22  is  necessary 
and  desirable.  If  there  is  any  additional  in¬ 
formation  which  we  can  supply  you  or  if  you 
have  any  further  questions  please  do  not  hes¬ 
itate  to  contact  the  writer  immediately  by 
telephone  or  telegram. 

With  kindest  personal  regards,  we  remain. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Northwest  Horticultural  Council, 

Frank  W.  Taylor,  Secretary-Manager. 

Northwest  Horticultural  Council, 
Wenatchee,  Wash.,  April  4,  1950. 
Mr.  Hyman  Leikind,  . 

United  States  Tariff  Commission, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Leikind  ;  When  you  were  in  Seat¬ 
tle  recently  you  will  recall  that  R.  L.  Shultz 
promised  you  a  summary  of  the  competitive 
situation  that  exists  on  the  United  States 
market  as  a  result  of  importation  of  Ca¬ 
nadian  apples.  With  the  assistance  of  Mr. 
Shultz,  I  have  attempted  in  this  letter  to 
summarize  the  more  important  points  with¬ 
out  going  into  statistical  details  which  are 
already  available  to  you  in  governmental 
statistical  reports  and  in  the  briefs  filed 
with  the  Committee  for  Reciprocity  Infor¬ 
mation  before  the  Annecy  conference  last 
year. 

The  United  States  Imports  of  'Canadian 
apples  come  almost  entirely  from  British  Co¬ 
lumbia.  Apple  production  in  British  Co¬ 
lumbia  is  similar  to  that  in  the  State  of 
Washington.  It  has  the  same  soil  and  cli¬ 
matic  conditions  and  employs  the  same  or¬ 
chard  practices,  harvesting,  and  packing 
methods  as  does  the  United  States  apple 
Industry  of  the  Pacific  Northwest.  They 
size  and  grade  their  apples  and  pack  them 
in  the  standard  Northwest  apple  box,  hav¬ 
ing  adopted  these  practices  from  the  United 
States  Northwest  apple  industry.  To  the 
casual  United  States  consumer,  its  apples 
are  identical  in  grade  and  style  of  package 
to  those  produced  in  the  United  States 
Northwest  apple  districts. 

The  varieties  its  exports  to  United  States 
markets  are  for  the  most  part  the  same  as 
those  grown  on  the  United  States  side  of 
the  Northwest  border.  The  one  Important 
exception  is  the  Macintosh  variety  which 
they  grow  in  large  volume.  This  variety  is 
not  grown  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  but  is 
grown  in  our  Middle  Western  States  and 
New  England  and  is  our  second  largest 
variety  nationally.  British  Columbia  Mac¬ 
intosh  competes  strongly  with  our  Mid- 
West  Macintosh.  This  matter  of  varietal 
competition  is  extremely  important.  For 
example,  the  1949-50  national  apple  crop  in 
the  United  States  consisted  of  the  following 
varieties  in  point  of  volume :  First,  Delicious; 
second,  Macintosh;  third,  Winesap;  fourth, 
Jonathan;  and  thereafter  followed  numer¬ 
ous  other  varitles  in  smaller  volume — Romes, 
Staymans,  Yorks,  Newtons,  Baldwins,  etc. 
The  first  four  varieties  named  constituted 
50  percent  of  the  crop.  The  Winesap  Is  a 
late  keeper  and  is  not  generally  shipped 
until  after  the  Jonathan,  Delicious,  and  Mac¬ 
intosh  are  out  of  the  way.  The  British  Co¬ 
lumbia  exports  consist  primarily  of  Jona¬ 
than,  Macintosh,  and  Delicious,  and  com¬ 
pete  with  the  heavy  production  in  point  of 
time  as  well  as  in  usage  with  the  major  pro¬ 
duction  of  United  States  grown  apples. 

’These  so-called  fall  varieties  move  into 
consumption  from  September  through  Feb¬ 
ruary,  mostly  October  through  December, 
during  which  time  the  Impact  of  additional 
imported  quantities  of  these  same  varieties 
greatly  aggravates  the  competitive  situation. 
This  is  the  period  of  the  heaviest  Canadian 
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shipments,  which  is  aiso  the  time  of  the 
heaviest  United  States  shipments.  Last  sea¬ 
son  the  impact  was  so  severe  as  to  drive  prices 
of  Jonathan  and  Macintosh  below  the  costs 
of  packing  and  transportation  and  selling, 
ieaving  the  United  States  grower  little  or 
nothing  whatever  for  his  apples,  or  even  a 
debit  in  many  cases. 

The  distribution  of  British  Columbia- 
grown  apples  to  United  States  markets  prac¬ 
tically  parallels  that  of  apples  from  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest.  They  also  compete  strongly 
with  Midwest-grown  Macintosh  and  Jona¬ 
thans  in  Midwest  markets  such  as  Minne¬ 
apolis,  Milwaukee,  and  Chicago. 

The  unit  cost  of  production  in  British 
Columbia  is  substantially  less  than  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  The  transportation  cost 
is  the  same  to  the  United  States  markets 
where  these  apples  compete.  Therefore,  the 
British  Columbia  grower  has  a  distinct  com¬ 
petitive  advantage  on  the  basis  of  delivered 
unit  cost.  It  is  the  practice  of  B.  C.  Tree 
Fruits,  Ltd.,  the  one-desk  selling  organiza¬ 
tion  for  British  Columbia  apples,  to  sell  in 
United  States  markets  on  a  delivered  basis. 
This,  of  course,  includes  the  freight  and  all 
delivery  costs.  The  British  Columbia  ship¬ 
ping  organization  prepays  the  Canadian  por¬ 
tion  of  the  freight  in  Canadian  currency, 
and  the  United  States  portion  in  United 
States  dollars.  They  collect  from  the  United 
States  buyer  the  entire  delivered  price  in 
United  States  dollars.  The  United  States 
duty  of  12%  cents  per  bushel,  net  weight,  is, 
of  course,  merely  nominal.  When  computed 
on  the  net  weight  in  the  standard  Northwest 
apple  box  it  figures  about  11.5  cents  per  box, 
compared  with  37.5  cents  per  standard  apple 
box,  gross  weight  (railroad  published  esti¬ 
mated  weight  of  50  pounds),  for  the  Cana¬ 
dian  tariff. 

While  it  is  not  a  matter  of  tariff,  we  wish 
to  point  out  that  the  10  percent  official  dis¬ 
count  of  the  Canadian  dollar  in  terms  of  the 
United  States  dollar  enables  the  Canadian 
grower  to  recover  from  30  to  40  cents  on  the 
average  delivered-price  sale  of  a  box  of  British 
Columbia-grown  apples  when  the  United 
States  dollars  are  exchanged  for  Canadian 
currency.  This  is  an  important  Incentive, 
over  and  above  the  normal  trading  induce¬ 
ments,  to  sell  larger  quantities  of  British 
Columbia  apples  in  the  United  States  than 
would  otherwise  be  the  case.  This  recovery 
in  exchange  more  than  pays  the  United 
States  duty  and  in  actual  practice  completely 
nullifies  the  tariff. 

The  trend  of  production  in  British  Co¬ 
lumbia  is  upward  because  of  the  age  of  their 
plantings  and  could  easily  double  within 
the  next  decade.  According  to  a  tree  sur¬ 
vey  taken  in  1945,  24.3  percent  of  the  British 
Columbia  trees  were  under  10  years  of  age 
while  Washington  had  only  7.4  percent. 
Their  plantings  of  trees  since  that  time  have 
been  triple  those  of  the  Washington  apple 
growers.  The  British  Columbia  plantings 
are  mostly  of  the  Delicious  variety  which  is 
now  the  largest  single  variety  produced  in  the 
United  States. 

The  British  Columbia  apples  (and  other 
fruits)  are  sold  through  one  selling  organiza¬ 
tion  established  by  the  Natural  Products  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1937.  This  act  creates  a  com¬ 
plete  monopoly  which  is  empowered  to  fix 
uniform  prices  and  control  shipments.  The 
so-called  “one-desk  selling  agent,”  British 
Columbia  Tree  Fruits,  Ltd.,  exercises  com¬ 
plete  control  of  prices  and  may  refuse  to  sell 
any  distributive  agency  which  does  not  main¬ 
tain  wholesale  or  retail  prices  at  any  point  in 
Canada.  The  law  has  been  held  to  be  con¬ 
stitutional  in  both  Provincial  and  Dominion 
courts.  This  creates  a  potential  competitive 
situation  against  which  the  United  States 
grower  is  practically  helpless  and  which  is,  of 
course.  Illegal  in  the  United  States.  It 
amounts  to  a  State  controlled  cartel,  which 
our  Government  has  frowned  upon  in  other 
British  controlled  cartels,  notably  rubber,  but 


seems  to  accept  or  condone  in  our  fruit  trade 
relations  with  Canada. 

Prior  to  World  War  II  (1939),  both  Canada 
and  the  United  States  had  exportable  apple 
surpluses,  most  of  it  going  to  Britain,  con¬ 
tinental  Europe,  and  Scandinavian  countries. 
British  Columbia  exported  between  40  and 
50  percent  of  its  production,  heavily  to  Brit¬ 
ain.  Canada  practically  took  over  our  large 
export  business  to  Britain  following  the 
Imposition  of  the  Empire  Preference  policy 
and  the  high  British  tariff  of  4  shillings  6 
pence  per  hundredweight  on  United  States 
apples  in  1932.  Canadian  exports  to  the 
United  States  were  negligible  prior  to  1940. 
The  British  and  other  trans-Atlantic  markets 
were  almost  completely  lost  to  both  Canada 
and  the  United  States  following  the  1939 
crop  season.  Canada  thereupon  turned  to 
the  United  States  as  their  major  export  mar¬ 
ket.  This  situation  has  persisted  and  grown 
since  that  time.  It  is  doubtful — in  fact, 
practically  a  certainty — that  exports  to  Brit¬ 
ain  and  European  markets  will  never  reach 
the  same  quantities  they  did  before  1939. 
This  is  due  to  two  major  reasons:  First,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fast  increasing  production  of 
apples  in  England  in  the  European  coun¬ 
tries:  and  second,  because  of  the  economic 
effects  of  the  war.  It  seems  improbable  that 
this  situation  will  change  materially  for 
some  years  to  come.  In  the  meantime,  as 
the  production  increases  in  British  Colum¬ 
bia,  the  impact  of  its  surplus,  with  Increased 
United  States  imports,  will  grow  and  the 
competitive  situation  will  be  progressively 
aggravated.  If  the  apple  Industry  of  the 
United  States,  and  especially  that  large  seg¬ 
ment  located  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  is  not 
to  suffer  serious  damage,  then  certainly  some 
restrictive  measures  for  control  of  imports 
must  be  instituted.  At  the  present  time 
there  are  absolutely  no  barriers  or  conrol 
measures  in  effect  and  no  import  regulations 
applicable  to  apples  coming  in  from  Canada 
other  than  the  nominal  duty.  Canada  on 
the  other  hand  imposes  a  much  higher  duty 
and  other  Import  onerous  regulations,  and, 
while  we  do  not  look  to  Canada  for  any  sub¬ 
stantial  apple  exports,  the  wide  discrepancy 
in  the  trading  conditions  offers  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  a  closer  approach  to  equality  of 
treatment  in  the  forthcoming  revision  of  the 
Canadian-United  States  trade  agreement. 

You  will  recall  the  statement  made  in 
Seattle  by  Mr.  Shultz  that  in  considering 
or  attempting  to  evaluate  the  injurious  ef¬ 
fect  of  Canadian  exports  to  the  United  States, 
the  over-all  figures  such  as  are  set  forth  in 
the  tariff  summary  on  fresh  apples  are  mis¬ 
leading  for  the  following  reasons.  First,  ap¬ 
proximately  one-third  of  the  total  crop  is 
processed  annually.  Another  10  percent  is 
used  on  the  farm,  wasted,  fed  to  live¬ 
stock,  etc.  It  does  not  get  into  fresh 
commercial  channels.  Exports  have  been 
limited  to  about  11/2  to  2  percent  in  recent 
years.  Fresh  domestic  use  is  therefore  around 
60  percent  of  the  total  crop.  This  60  percent 
from  a  marketing  point  of  view  should  be 
classified  according  to  variety,  grade,  and 
size,  and  by  localities  where  grown.  The  most 
Important  of  these  perhaps  is  variety.  Dif¬ 
ferent  varieties  have  their  own  peculiar 
qualities  and  uses,  as  well  as  varying  length 
of  life.  Price  differentials  of  varieties  vary 
from  year  to  year,  depending  on  the  supply 
of  each. 

This  fact  is  recognized  both  by  the  British 
Columbia  sales  agency  and  the  marketing 
concerns  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  else¬ 
where,  wherever  apples  are  sold  from  point  of 
production.  It  has  been  customary  for  the 
British  Columbia  representatives  at  the  an¬ 
nual  conference  between  the  Canadian  and 
United  States  apple  industries  to  give  an 
estimate  of  the  probable  movement  of  British 
Columbia  apples  to  the  United  States  by 
varieties  and  by  months  which  they  Intended 
to  export  to  the  United  States.  The  purpose 
of  this  estimate  is  merely  informative  and 


not  agreed  to  and  is  in  no  sense  binding  on 
anyone.  It  is  a  recognition  of  the  fact  that 
varietal  Impact  upon  like  varieties  grown  in 
the  United  States  is  a  vital  factor  in  the  dis¬ 
tributive  process.  The  1949-50  schedule  as 
estimated  in  August  was  as  follows; 


[In  thousands  of  bushels] 


Variety 

Sept. 
15  to 
Oct.  31 

Nov. 

1-30 

Dec. 

1-31 

Jan, 

1-31 

Feb. 

1 

Wealthy . 

20 

Macintosh _ 

330 

350 

100 

Jonathans _ 

300 

100 

Delicious _ 

60 

200 

200 

1.50 

2.5 

Rome  _ 

25 

60 

25 

Newtons . . 

50 

50 

Miscellaneous _ 

50 

60 

55 

Total.. . 

700 

610 

325 

310 

155 

This  contemplated  schedule  was  badly  dis¬ 
rupted  by  actual  marketing  experience.  The 
United  States  market  on  Jonathans  and 
Macintosh,  due  to  a  large  crop  of  these 
varieties  in  our  Middle  West,  plus  the  im¬ 
pact  of  Canadian  Imports,  sank  to  a  point 
that  did  not  return  freight  and  packing  costs. 
Consequently,  B.  C.  Tree  Fruits,  Ltd.,  largely 
discontinued  the  export  of  these  varieties 
and  substituted  therefor  heavy  shipments  of 
standard  Delicious  and  Red  Delicious  due 
to  a  much  more  favorable  market  for  these 
varieties.  In  fact,  British  Columbia  exports 
of  Red  Delicious  to  the  United  States 
amounted  to  more  than  10  percent  of  the 
Northwest  reduction  of  this  variety.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  it  should  be  recognized  that  British 
Columbia  will  probably  export  to  the  United 
States  about  2,000,000  boxes  which  compete 
directly  on  the  fresh  fruit  market  with  the 
26,000,000  produced  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
of  the  same  varieties  and  sold  to  the  same 
wholesale  and  retail  buyers.  This  Increase 
in  supply  of  an  identical  product  is  approxi¬ 
mately  8  percent  and  an  Increase  of  8  per¬ 
cent  in  years  of  surpluses  causes  a  decline 
in  prices  of  far  more  than  8  percent.  The 
losses  occasioned  by  a  decline  in  price  are 
also  augmented  by  forcing  the  United  States 
Northwest  grower  to  hold  back  his  Delicious 
and  other  fall  varieties  in  cold  storage  at 
additional  cost  and  also  frequently  causing 
loss  of  condition  and  repacking,  as  was  the 
case  this  season.  The  losses  occasioned  by 
this  factor  alone  probably  equaled  or  even 
exceeded  the  decline  in  price  occasioned  by 
Canadian  imports. 

The  Pacific  Northwest  apply  crop  this  year 
has  averaged  considerably  less  than  parity 
which,  as  of  January  15,  was  $2,38  per 
bushel.  And  this  despite  the  fact  that  the 
equivalent  of  well  over  a  million  boxes  which 
would  ordinarily  be  marketed  were  not 
packed  and  many  were  not  harvested.  Real¬ 
izing  there  was  a  surplus  production,  grow¬ 
ers  were  Induced  to  leave  certain  varieties 
or  uncolored  apples  on  the  trees  or  if  har¬ 
vested,  were  sold  to  byproduct  plants  at  mere 
salvage  prices.  The  preliminary  average 
price  of  Washington  apples  as  computed  by 
the  Seattle  B.  A.  E.  office  is  $2.12  f.  o.  b., 
whereas  actual  costs  of  production  range 
around  $2.55  to  $2.58  f.  o.  b.  cars,  according 
to  the  best  figures  obtainable  from  large 
growers  who  keep  accurate  accounts. 

This  situation  was  recognized  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Northwest 
industry  has  been  aided  by  PMA  purchases 
for  the  school-lunch  program,  and  by  an 
export  subsidy.  The  PMA  purchases  were 
at  $1.70  and  $1.80  f.  o.  b.,  far  below  costs 
of  production  or  even  much  below  parity. 
Similarly,  some  420,000  boxes  were  exported 
to  Britain  through  the  use  of  CCC  funds 
and  EGA  dollars.  The  prices,  however,  were 
also  on  a  salvage  basis  and  far  below  parity, 
being  from  $1.80  to  $1.90  per  box  f.  o.  b. 

The  point  was  raised  in  your  discussion 
with  Mr.  Shultz  that,  if  importations  of 
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apples  were  stopped  It  might  result  In  the 
consumer  being  gouged  by  exorbitant  prices. 
The  answer  seems  self-evident.  We  are  a 
Nation  which  is  geared  to  an  historical  rec¬ 
ord  of  apple  exports.  We  have  developed  a 
national  production  which  is  dependent  on 
an  export  market  as  a  matter  of  calculated 
foresight  and  good  business  practice.  It  is 
only  through  the  exigencies  and  disruption 
of  normal  and  historical  trade  channels  that 
we  are  not  able  to  export  an  adequate  por¬ 
tion  of  our  production  and  have  become  an 
Importing  Nation.  Our  imports  are  not  nec¬ 
essary  to  fill  a  void  or  a  need  for  more  apples 
but  are  forced  upon  our  markets  by  inter¬ 
national  economic  pressure  despite  our  own 
surpluses  created  by  our  lack  of  exports. 
The  proximity  of  British  Columbia-grown 
apples  to  the  United  States  markets,  plus 
their  loss  of  the  British  market  and  our 
nominal  duty,  makes  a  combination  of  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  prompts  them  to  look  to 
the  United  States  markets  as  a  lucrative 
source  of  revenue.  When,  during  the  thir¬ 
ties,  there  were  no  apple  imports  and  our 
exports  were  at  the  high  point,  prices  in 
the  United  States  were  at  the  low  point  of 
history.  While  there  were  other  factors  af¬ 
fecting  price,  that  of  imports  certainly  had 
no  bearing  because  there  were  none.  It 
should  be  apparent  to  anyone  attempting  to 
analyze  the  price  structure  of  apples  that 
all  other  fruits  are  competitive  to  apples, 
especially  bananas  which  Come  into  the 
United  States  duty-free  in  quantities  which 
have  in  the  past  exceeded  in  volume  the 
entire  fresh-apple  consumption.  The  effect 
of  apple  imports  on  the  United  States  con¬ 
sumer  does  not  lie  in  a  danger  of  exorbitant 
prices  if  they  are  discontinued  but  rather 
to  the  discouragement  of  the  United  States 
grower  to  the  point  of  abandoning  or  being 
forced  out  of  production,  thereby  leaving  the 
market  to  a  foreign  monopolistic  and  State- 
controlled  pricing  system  with  which  the 
United  States  grower  cannot  compete. 

We  trust  this  summary  will  give  you  a  more 
realistic  and  down-to-earth  viewpoint  of  the 
situation  as  we  see  it  here  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  We  shall  be  glad  to  amplify  any 
particular  point  or  points  or  furnish  sup¬ 
porting  statistical  data  on  costs  or  crops  by 
varieties,  etc.,  should  you  so  desire. 

Very  truly  yours, 

NOBTHWTEST  HoaTlCtTLTUBAL  COUNCIL, 

J.  Walter  Hebert, 

Chairman,  Import  Committee. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  close 
by  saying  that  I  have  heard  with  both 
regret  and  some  puzzlement  an  argu¬ 
ment  which  has  been  used  on  the  floor 
this  afternoon  and  which  has  been  too 
oft  repeated  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
during  this  session  of  Congress.  I  do 
not  propose  to  quote  verbatim,  for  the 
Record  will  speak  for  itself  tomorrow, 
when  I  say  that  the  argument  has  been 
made  again  this  afternoon  that  this  re¬ 
port  was  the  best  the  conferees  could  do 
In  face  of  a  presidential  veto  which 
would  most  likely  result  if  the  Magnu- 
son-Morse  amendment  were  adopted  by 
the  conferees. 

I  do  not  like  that  argument,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident;  I  do  not  like  it  at  all.  When  I 
hear  that  argument,  I  want  to  ask  this 
question:  So  what?  Since  when  shall 
the  work  of  the  United  States  Senate  in 
passing  legislation  which  it  thinks  is 
sound  and  in  the  public  interest  be 
blocked  by  a  threatening  argument  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  if  we  carry 
out  what  we  think  is  right  the  President 
will  veto  it?  It  is  never  going  to  influ¬ 
ence  my  vote,  Mr.  President.  The 
President  can  veto  all  he  wants  to. 
That  is  his  constitutional  authority  and 


right,  and  It  happens  to  be  his  duty,  if, 
as  President  of  the  United  States,  he 
differs  in  judgment  with  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  as  to  what  the  public 
interest  is  in  respect  to  a  given  piece  of 
legislation.  But  I  cannot  justify  to  my 
constituents  or  to  the  people  of  the  rest 
of  America  my  voting  for  a  single  piece 
of  legislation,  although  I  may  think  it  is 
not  as  good  as  it  should  be,  simply  be¬ 
cause  the  argument  is  made  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  that  if  I  insist  upon  vot¬ 
ing  for  what  I  think  is  right  a  presiden¬ 
tial  veto  may  be  encountered.  I  shall 
cross  that  bridge  when  I  come  to  it,  and 
I  shall  do  my  best  when  we  reach  that 
bridge  by  urging  an  overriding  of  the 
President’s  veto.  That  happens  to  be 
our  duty  as  Senators. 

There  is  a  growing  tendency  in  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States,  which  has 
been  all  too  apparent,  particularly  in 
this  session  of  Congress,  Mr.  President, 
of  advising  us  in  the  eleventh  hour  of 
debate,  as  though  we  were  little  school 
boys,  “Now,  if  you  do  not  go  along  with 
this  the  teacher  will  take  you  out  to  the 
woodshed  and  spank  you  with  a  veto.” 
That  is  not  my  idea  of  living  up  to  our 
obligations  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States. 

The  one  question  before  the  Senate 
in  regard  to  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  is  a  very  simple  one:  Are 
the  merits  of  the  arguments  and  is  the 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  on  the 
side  of  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
or  against  it?  Believe  me,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  if  the  argument  is  on  our  side,  then 
each  and  every  Senator  in  this  body  has 
the  obligation  of  voting  for  what  he 
believes  to  be  right.  Then,  we  shall  meet 
the  President  on  a  veto  message.  We  will 
hear  his  argument.  That  is  the  theory 
of  that  constitutional  check  that  the 
President  shall  have  his  day  in  court; 
he  shall  have  his  veto  forum,  at  which 
time  he  can  make  his  argument  as  was 
intented  by  the  Constitution.  Then 
when  his  veto  message  comes  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  I  shall  study  it,  and  if  he  can  con¬ 
vince  me  by  his  message  that  he  is  right 
and  I  am  wrong,  then  I  shall  vote  to 
sustain  his  veto  and  not  to  override  it. 
But  I  am  not  going  to  be  influenced  one 
whit,  Mr.  President,  on  this  occasion  or 
on  any  other  occasion,  by  a  threatening 
argument  being  used  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  that  we  have  no  choice,  because 
if  we  do  what  we  think  should  be  done, 
the  President  will  veto  our  action.  To 
the  contrary,  I  say  it  is  our  solemn  duty, 
in  keeping  with  the  oath  of  office  which 
we  took,  to  act  as  independent  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people,  independent  of 
the  White  House.  Under  our  check- 
and-balance  system  it  is  our  duty  to 
pass  legislation  which  we  thirtk  is  right, 
and  then  let  the  President  of  the  United 
States  exercise  his  constitutional  power, 
as  intended  by  the  founding  fathers  of 
either  signing  or  vetoing  the  legislation 
we  pass.  If  he  vetoes  it  then  it  becomes 
our  duty  to  flght  it  out  once  again  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  when  the  veto 
message  comes  to  the  floor. 

Let  me  say  something  in  defense  of  the 
President,  too.  I  do  not  think  the  argu¬ 
ment  to  which  I  have  referred  is  fair  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States.  I  do 
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not  think  it  is  fair  to  intimate  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  if  we  do  what 
we  think  is  right  the  Pi-esident  is  going 
to  veto  it,  because,  again,  as  a  constitu¬ 
tional  liberal,  I  would  take  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  back  to  the  procedure  of 
the  Constitution  itself.  The  veto  check 
was  provided  so  as  to  check  arbitrary 
or  unsound  action  on  the  part  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States;  but  it 
also  affords  time  for  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  reflect  upon  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Congress.  It  affords  time 
for  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  read  the  arguments  made  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  and  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  in  support  of  a  particular  hill.  It 
affords  the  President  time  to  study  the 
transcript  of  the  record  of  the  hearings 
on  the  bill. 

I  have  confidence  in  whoever  holds  the 
Presidency  of  the  United  States,  be  he 
from  either  party,  because  I  think  who¬ 
ever  holds  that  particular  position  will 
rise  to  great  heights  of  public  responsi¬ 
bility.  I  am  satisfied  that  any  Presi¬ 
dent — and  I  am  particularly  satisfied 
that  it  is  true  of  Harry  Truman — would 
study  the  record  before  he  sent  any  veto 
message  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  If  in  the  course  of  this  debate, 
as  I  hope  it  is  possible  to  do,  we  can 
make  a  record  of  argument  and  evidence 
so  copvincing  as  to  show  that  we  are 
right  in  our  advocacy  of  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment,  I  am  satisfied  that 
careful  consideration  will  be  given  to 
those  arguments  by  the  Pi’esident  of  the 
United  States.  I  am  convinced  that  he 
will  keep  himself  free  of  mind  to  pass 
'final  judgment  after  the  whole  record 
has  been  made. 

Therefore,  I  say  in  conclusion,  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to  the 
Senate,  and  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to 
the  Pi’esident  to  use  the  argument  that 
I  heard  used  this  afternoon,  that  it  is 
the  best  that  could  be  done,  because  the 
conferees  were  satisfied  that  if  the  Mag¬ 
nuson-Morse  amendment  were  left  in 
the  bill  the  Pi-esident  would  veto  it.  I 
hope  that  such  an  argument  will  not 
be  made  again  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  because  I  think  the  argu¬ 
ment  itself  constitutes  an  infringement 
upon  the  independence  of  the  Senate. 
If  the  time  ever  comes  when  Members 
of  this  body  do  not  exercise  an  honest 
independence  of  judgment  on  the  merits 
of  issues  in  accordance  with  the  facts  as 
they  find  them,  uninfluenced  by  any 
threat  of  a  veto,  this  body  will  have 
ceased  to  be  the  great  deliberative  and 
independent  body  that  the  founding 
fathers  intended  when  they  created  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  wish  to  prolong  the  debate,  but  I  am 
wondering  if  the  Senator  will  tell  us 
whether  or  not  he  evqr  attempted  in 
recent  years  to  have  section  22  revised  in 
accordance  with  the  provision  in  the 
original  Senate  bill  which  we  passed 
some  time  ago.  In  other  words,  as  was 
pointed  out  by  the  distinguished  Senator, 
.efforts  were  made  to  incorporate  in  other 
bills  the  provisions  of  section  22.  For 
Instance,  we  have  it  in  the  Commodity 
Credit  bill.  Does  not  the  Senator  think 
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that  it  would  be  conducive  to  better  leg¬ 
islation  for  a  revision  of  section  22  to  be 
discussed  on  its  own  merits,  rather  than 
to  have  it  attached  to  a  bill  such  as  a  bill 
to  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  to  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  that 
I  think  we  ought  to  try  to  have  this  prin¬ 
ciple  adopted  in  connection  with  every 
piece  of  legislation  to  which  it  properly 
applies.  I  have  tried  for  some  years,  I 
may  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  in  connection  with  agri¬ 
cultural  bills,  to  have  the  principle  of 
this  amendment  placed  in  effect.  We 
made  some  progress  in  the  Senate  in 
years  gone  by,  but  we  have  failed  at  other 
points.  In  regard  to  those  failures  I 
would  say  that  I  am  always  hopeful  that 
a  sound  lesson,  adequately  taught,  will 
finally  be  accepted  by  the  pupil.  We 
have  been  building  up  over  the  years  our 
lesson  in  regard  to  this  matter.  I  was 
hopeful  that  this  year  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  would  see  that  they  ought  to  agree 
with  what  we  are  seeking  to  accomplish. 
I  was  keenly  disappointed  that  they  were 
the  ones  who  principally  opposed  the 
amendment  again.  I  think  this  is  the 
place  to  incorporate  the  principle  of  the 
amendment  because  it  has  direct  appli¬ 
cation  to  the  subject  matter  over  which 
we  are  seeking  to  take  jui'isdiction. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  can  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  that  if  a  bill  had 
been  introduced  in  the  early  part  of  this 
session  or  last  session,  and  had  been 
brought  before  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  consideration  could 
have  been  given  to  the  merits  of  the  bill 
itself.  That  would  have  been  better 
than  to  attach  it  every  now  and  then  to 
other  legislation.  If  the  Senator  will  in¬ 
troduce  a  bill  to  carry  out  what  the  so- 
called  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  has 
in  mind,  as  a  member  of  the  committee  I 
will  say  to  him  that  we  shall  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  it  and  have  it  brought  to 
the  Senate  floor  at  an  early  date.  As 
the  Senator  knows,  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  gone  on 
record  on  two  occasions  in  the  last  few 
years  on  this  issue.  The  last  time  the 
committee  was  unanimous  in  its  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  so-called  Magnuson 
amendment.  All  members  voted  for  it 
except  the  one  member  who  was  absent. 
All  the  members  voted  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  as  it  was  incorporated  in  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  being  very  good  friends,  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  not  take  offense  if  I 
discuss  for  a  moment  the  parliamentary 
implications  of  his  suggestion.  He  has 
made  an  argument  which  is  frequently 
heard  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  when 
something  is  sought  to  be  accomplished 
by  an  amendment  which  is  germane. 
I  submit  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
that  the  Magnuson-Morse ,  amendment 
is  germane  to  the  legislation  which  is  now 
before  the  Senate.  When  it  is  attempted 
to  have  it  adopted  as  an  amendment,  the 
argument  is  frequently  heard  which  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  made:  “Why 
didn’t  you  try  it  another  way?  Why 
didn’t  you  try  it  by  a  separate  and  inde¬ 


pendent  bill?”  Of  course  that  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  choice  on  the  part  of  the  authors 
of  a  bill.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana 
and  I  may  disagree  as  to  what  the  result 
may  have  been  had  we  tried  to  do  it  in 
another  way.  The  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  and  I  were  satisfied  that  we  would 
get  a  much  earlier  consideration  of  our 
amendment  if  we  followed  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  channel  which  we  followed  this 
year.  I  think  time  has  proved  us  to  be 
right.  We  got  it  through  the  Senator’s 
committee,  and  we  thank  him  for  the 
assistance  he  was  to  us.  We  got  it 
through  the  Senate.  We  did  pretty  well. 
That  is  the  choice  we  made. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  would  have  had  the  same  result 
if  a  bill  had  been  introduced. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  and  I  disa¬ 
gree  as  to  how  well  we  might  have  done 
had  we  taken  the  course  he  now  suggests. 
Our  judgment  is  that  we  would  not  have 
done  nearly  so  well.  It  is  very  reassuring 
for  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  to  tell 
us  that  we  would  have  done  as  well  but  I 
do  not  know  how  we  could  have  done 
better  as  far  as  the  Senate  is  concerned. 
We  did  pretty  well  in  getting  the  amend¬ 
ment  attached  to  the  bill  as  it  passed 
the  Senate.  We  followed  that  choice.  I 
think  it  was  a  sound  choice  to  make.  At 
any  rate  that  is  the  decision  we  reached. 
The  amendment  is  germane.  It  is  no 
rider.  It  is  germane.  Although  there 
were  alternatives,  I  confess  that  I  am  a 
little  suspicious  as  to  what  would  have 
happened  if  we  had  tried  to  accomplish 
the  same  result  by  a  separate  bill.  Let . 
me  say  that  I  have  several  bills  sleeping 
on  the  calendar.  I  think  those  bills  are 
very  important.  However,  I  do  not  seem 
to  be  able  to  induce  the  majority  leader — 
in  whose  capacity  my  friend  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  is  now  acting — to  quite  agree  with 
me  that  it  is  important  to  take  those 
bills  up  for  formal  action  by  the  Senate. 
The  Senator  from  Washington,  [Mr. 
Magnuson  ]  and  I  did  not  think  we  should 
take  a  chance  on  this  issue.  We  succeed¬ 
ed  in  having  it  adopted  as  a  germane 
amendment  to  the  bill.  I  am  now  for 
taking  the  kind  of  action  that  we  shall 
ask  the  Senate  to  take  on  Monday,  and 
that  is  to  send  the  bill  back  to  con¬ 
ference.  * 

EXTmsiWnj^''’l3T5‘l’Rlgrt7]P'''’gOCO’MBfA" 

EMERGENCY  RENT  CONTROL  ACT 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Washin^on  wishes  to  offer 
two  brief  statements/ 

During  the  courVe  of  today  several 
Senators  who  wer^ot  present  late  yes¬ 
terday  afternoon  ^hen  the  Senate  took 
affirmative  actiopc'on  extending  rent  con¬ 
trols  in  the  District  of  Columbia  for  a 
period  of  6  mgttiths  from  June  30,  1950, 
have  inquirec^f  the  junior  Senator  from 
Washington  -^concerning  whether  they 
would  be  given  a  future  opportunity  to 
vote  agaiim  any  extension  of  rent  con¬ 
trols  for  Ine  District  of  Columbia.  The 
Senator  ivom  Washington  has  suggested 
to  thesgr  Senators  that  the  Senate  rent- 
contrqf-extension  bill  for  the  District 
of  C^umbia  would  probably  go  to  con¬ 
fer  ^ce,  and  if  this  action  takes  place, 
all  Senators  will  be  provided  with  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  vote  for  or  against  the  con¬ 


ference  report  as  is  their  individual  wish, 
■the  junior  Senator  from  Washington 
wishes  now  to  serve  notice  that  he  w;ill 
request  a  yea-and-nay  vote  if  or  when 
4  1950  District  of  Columbia  rent-con- 
Iji’ol-extension  conference  report  i^'  be- 

J)re  the  Senate.  / 

The  Senator  from  Washingt^ni  was 
leased  to  have  other  Senators.’fetate  to 
im  this  day  that  they  wanted^  chance 
make  it  clear  to  the  authoi’ities  and 
to  the  citizens  of  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  that  in  their  judgment’  they  think 

gis  timely  to  decontrol  rents  in  the  Dis- 
ict  of  Columbia,  and  tl^t  some  Sena¬ 
tors  who  have  recently^oted  in-  favor 
pf  decontrolling  rents  ithroughout  the 
Nation,  will  not  voteAo  continue  rent 
controls  in  the  DistriOT. 
i  Mr.  MORSE.  MiyPresident,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  f 
\  Mr.  CAIN.  I  and  pleased  to  yield. 

'  Mr.  MORSE,  i  was  excused  by  the 
Senate  last  weekffrom  attendance  on  the 
Senate,  because/of  an  election  campaign 
in  my  home  Sfate  in  which  I  am  vitally 
interested,  aWd  during  my  absence  the 
fconference  /eport  on  the  rent-control 
jneasure  ca^e  before  the  Senate.  I  had 
left  instri^tions  to  be  recorded  against 
the  conf^ence  report.  I  find  that  those 
instructions  did  not,  for  some  reason,  ■ 
reach  ythe  Secretary  of  the  Senate — 
through  no  fault  of  his — so  I  am 
tecox’ded  as  not  voting, 
i  I  want  the  Record  to  show  that  I  was 
op^iosed  to  the  conference  report.  I  want 
thfe  Record  to  show  also  that  I  think  that 
What  should  have  prevailed  in  the  coun¬ 
try  should  have  prevailed  in  the  District 
of  Columbia.  I  was  likewise  opposed  to 
the  continuation  of  rent  controls  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  I  was  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
tiENDRiCKsON]  On  the  rent  control  bill 
Itself,  and  paired  against  the  bill.  With 
the  permission  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Senator  from  Washington,  I  take  this 
half  minute  to  say,  by  way  of  reiteration. 
What  I  have  said  previously  for  the 
Record,  that  I  was  opposed  to  continua¬ 
tion  of  rent  control,  because  of  the  in¬ 
evitable  answer  I  had  to  make  to  two 
questions,  first,  the  question  of  fact:  Did 
the  evidence  in  the  record  show  a  na- 
tibjial  need,  because  of  a  Nation-wide 
holing  shortage,  for  the  continuation 
of  i^t  control?  I  think  the  answer 
clearl5^i^as  “No.” 

Secondj^as  the  continuation  of  rent 
control  juslufled  as  a  matter  of  law?  The 
Supreme  CoVt  has  clearly  held  that  Fed¬ 
eral  legislati(^nn  the  field  of  rent  control 
can  be  legally  justified  only  on  the  basis 
of  a  national  emVgency.  Having  found 
as  a  matter  of  fa^by  a  preponderance 
of  the  evidence,  a  ftolure  to  establish  a 
national  emergency,  oecause  of  a  hous¬ 
ing  shortage,  as  a  reas^for  a  continua¬ 
tion  of  rent  control,  I  hal^o  answer  the 
second  question,  so  far  as  ijhe  matter  of 
law  was  concerned,  also  agS^st  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  rent  control.  iNconcluded 
that  the  proposed  legislation  ^uld  not 
be  justified  as  a  matter  of  law^pn  the 
basis  of  the  decisions  already  n^ded 
down  by  the  Supreme  Court.  \ 

Mr.  President,  again  I  say  that  I  am 
at  a  great  loss  to  understand  how  any 
constitutional  liberal,  if  satisfied  that--, 
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tbe  evidence  did  not  show  the  need  for 
reW  control  on  a  Nation-wide  basis, 
couW,  justify  a  vote  for  a  bill  which  pro- 
vides'lLr  the  exercise  of  Federal  jurisdic¬ 
tion  o\^  a  subject  matter  which,  in  the 
absence^  a  national  emergency  should 
be  handled  ,pn  a  localized  basis  in  what¬ 
ever  section'^f  the  country  there  may  be 
a  local  need  a  continuation  of  rent 
control.  \ 

Mr.  CAIN.  mK.  President,  the  Senator 
from  Washington  Is  only  distressed  that 
the  Senator  from  Orggon  has  spoken  so 
briefly  on  such  a  fundamental  and  inter¬ 
esting  question.  It  happens  that  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  was  not  among  the 
several  Senators  who,  during  the  course 
of  this  day,  have  inquired  as  to  whether 
they  might  have  a  future  opportunity  to 
vote  on  the  extension  of  rent  controls 
within  the  District  of  Columbia^  It  is 
very  good  to  know,  I  wish  to  say  to 
good  friend  from  Oregon,  that  wheri^hat 
question  comes  shortly  before  the  CJ^- 
gress  again,  as  it  probably  will,  those  wh© 


We  can  all  hope  that  it  will  never  be 
necessary  to  employ  a  manpower  draft 
in  America,  but  we  will  all  agree,  I  think 
we  must  agree,  that  we  must  have  a  prac¬ 
tical  and  daily  means  of  utilizing  selec¬ 
tive  service  should  a  real  need  arise. 

Mr.  President,  one  thing  became  ap¬ 
parent  to  the  junior  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  during  the  debate,  which  occupied 
most  of  Wednesday  and  Thursday  of 
this  week,  and  I  wish  to  speak  a  word  or 
two  about  it. 

I  believe  it  to  be  so  that  a  number  of 
Senators  who  are  in  favor  of  extending 
the  Selective  Service  Act  are  in  strong 
opposition  to  providing  the  President  of 
the  United  States  with  authority  to  de¬ 
termine  when  inductions  under  the  act 
ought  to  be  made,  because  they  do  not 
trust  the  President,  and  they  do  not  wish 
to  provide  him  with  the  power  recom¬ 
mended  for  fear  that  he  will  abuse  it. 

I  ought  to  say,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  Washington  has 
about  as  little  confidence  as  anyone  in 


share  his  views  may  look  to  him  for  the  oflice  of  the  President  of  the’ United  / 

aggressive  vote  against  accepting  what-  states  as  it  is  now  occupied  and  man-^ 


ever  the  conference  report  may  recom¬ 
mend. 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  now  to  refer  to 
another  subject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  has  the  floor. 
EXTENSION  OF  THE  SELECTIVE  SERVICE 
ACT  OP  1948 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  yesterday 
during  the  debate  on  the  extension  of 
the  Selective  Service  Act  in  the  Senate 
an  amendment’ was  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins]  and  other 
Senators.  The  purpose  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  to  place  the  authority  for  in¬ 
ductions  in  the  hands  of  the  Congress, 
rather  than  to  have  this  authority  re¬ 
main  with  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  as  had  been  recommended  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

The  Watkins  amendment  was  com¬ 
promised  by  an  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall].  The  amended  amendment 
provided  that  both  the  Congress  and  the 
President  would  have  the  authority  to 
require  that  inductions  take  place  unde^' 
the  Selective  Service  Act.  The  CongrgK 
would  assume  this  responsibility  wWen 
it  was  in  session,  and  the  President 
would  assume  the  resposibility  when  the 
Congress  was  not  in  sessiorr.  The 
amendment  in  question  was^pproved 
by  the  Senate,  and  the  bill  ^which  the 
amendment  became  a  partes  passed  by 
the  Senate  and  sent  to  comerence. 

The  junior  Senator  f^rfm  Washington, 
who  is  a  member  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Armed  Service^  opposed  the  Wat¬ 
kins  amendment,  ajfd  voted  for  the  Sal¬ 
tonstall  compromij<e  with  real  reluctance. 
He  considered  tl^  position  of  the  Senate 
Committee  oy  Armed  Services  to  be 
sound  and  r eristic.  He  now  hopes,  how¬ 
ever,  that  Ufe  very  least  the  conference 
committe^will  agree  to  do  is  to  retain 
the  Watkins-Saltonstall  amendment. 
To  re^t  this  amendment  in  favor  of 
the  ^ginal  House  position  would  be,  to 
my^mind,  to  have  no  way  of  activating 
the'  Selective  Service  Act  during  those 
periods  when  the  Congress  was  in  ad¬ 
journment  or  recess. 


^ed.  He  has,  in  fact,  a  deep  distri^ 
or\that  office.  He  feels  that  it  wil^'^e 
good  for  the  people  of  America  mien, 
the  resent  chief  occupant  of  th^,:White 
House  fs  returned  to  private  life/ 

But,  Mr.  President,  the  bis*  question 
today  befdte  the  Congress  oj^he  United 
States,  and  hgfore  the  conference,  which 
includes  MenAers  from  bb'th  the  House 
of  RepresentaWes  and''the  Senate,  is 
not  my  opinionNir  o^rt-  opinion  of  the 
-  President  of  the\uhited  States,  but, 
rather,  the  welfar^ind  the  good  of  the 
American  peopleyr 

With  referen^  to  tlJ^.  Senate  Armed 
Services  Comniittee’s  red^mended  ex¬ 
tension  of  tj/e  Selective  Service  Act  of 
1948,  the  advisers  of  the  ftjesident  in 
his  capa^y  as  Commander  ii^Chief  of 
the  armed  forces  of  the  Unitell  States 
are  Anarericans  for  whom  the  junibr  Sen- 
ato^from  Washington  has  the  idlest 
po^ble  measure  of  respect,  admiral^n 
apd  confidence.  Had  the  Selective  Sen 
J^e  Act  been  approved  as  recommended 
/by  the  Senate  Committee  on  the  Armed  ’ 
Services,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  would  take  his  advice — from 
whom?  From  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
Mr.  Louis  Johnson,  the  chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Gen.  Omar 
Bradley,  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  Gen. 
J.  Lawton — called  Lightning  Joe — 
Collins,  the  Director  of  Selective  Serv¬ 
ice,  Gen.  Lewis  Hershey,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  Mr.  Frank  Pace;  and 
the  heads  of  several  other  services.  These 
men,  to  my  mind,  would  no  more  abuse 
and  avoid  the  will  and  wish  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
people  of  America,  than  they  would  be 
guilty  of  treason  against  the  land  of 
their  birth. 

The  gentleman  to  whom  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  will  seek  recourse  to  the  Selective 
Service  Act  only  if  it  turns  out  to  be 
utterly  impossible  to  secure  the  required 
number  of  enlistments  from  volunteers. 
These  gentlemen,  through  their  advice 
to  the  President,  stopped  using  the  Se¬ 
lective  Service  Act  18  months  ago  be¬ 
cause  volunteers  were  being  recruited  in 
suflBcient  number  to  maintain  an  ade¬ 


quate  personnel  strength  in  the  several 
services. 

The  recommended  Selective  Service 
Act  extension  provides  personnel  ceil¬ 
ings  beyond  which  no  one,  including  the 
President  of  the  United  StaJ^,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  go  without  adc^ional  au¬ 
thority  to  be  secured  from  *  future  Con¬ 
gress.  In  addition  to  t^  worth-while 
and  justifiable  safegua»a,  the  Congress 
will  continue  to  lim^ the  strength  of 
the  armed  services  ^rough  the  appro¬ 
priation  which  tXe  Congress  makes 
available  for  the yiare  and  maintenance 
of  military  persdnnel.  These  two  safe¬ 
guards,  it  seenR  to  me,  justify  granting 
authority  tOj/he  Chief  Executive  to  ac¬ 
tivate  the  JBelective  Service  Act  within 
the  limit^efined  by  the  personnel  ceil¬ 
ings  and^y  appropriations. 

Senator  from  V/ashington  was 
strooiily  in  opposition  to  the  Watkins 
anpmdment  and  was  strongly  in  support 
the  committee  recommendation  be- 
he  sincerely  was  convinced  that 
the  welfare  and  safety  of  every  Ameri¬ 
can  would  be  the  more  fully  protected  and 
maintained  had  the  position  and  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  been  approved  by  the 
Senate  on  yesterday.  But,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  because  of  what  took  place  yester¬ 
day,  because  it  was  felt  necessary  to 
reach  a  compromise  position,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  hopes  that  the  con¬ 
ference  will  agree  to  have  the  President 
of  the  United  States  share  a  great  and 
a  serious  responsibility  with  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  in  determin¬ 
ing  when  the  Selective  Service  Act  shall 
and  must  be  invoked. 

EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  executive  business. 

The  motion  wa's  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  executive 
business. 

EXEUfiTIVE  MESSAGE  REFERRED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Morse  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the  Sen- 
'\^te  a  message  from  the  President  of  the 
^^ited  States  submitting  sundry  nomi- 
n^ons,  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 
mi^e  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

(Fot  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  theN^d  of  Senate  proceedings.) 

EXECUtWe  reports  of  COMMITTEES 

The  follov^ng  favorable  report  of  nom¬ 
inations  wer^ubmitted : 

By  Mr.  CONli^LY,  trom  .the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relatioi^: 

H.  Freeman  Mathews,  of  Maryland,  now 
Ambassador  Extraortwiary  and  Plenipoten¬ 
tiary  to  Sweden,  to  be  ac  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State;  \ 

Henry  F.  Grady,  of  Ca'fcornia,  now  Am¬ 
bassador  Extraordinary  an»^lenipotentiary 
to  Greece,  to  be  Ambassadof^Extraordlnary 
and  Plenipotentiary  to  Iran;  \ 

W.  Walton  Butterworth,  of  L(^slana,  now 
an  Assistant  Sceretary  of  State,  to  be  Am¬ 
bassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary 
to  Sweden; 

Donald  R.  Heath,  of  Kansas,  a  Fo^lgn 
Service  officer  of  the  class  of  career  mlnfker, 
to  be  Envoy  Extraordinary  and  Mini^r 
Plenipotentiary  to  the  State  of  Viet  Nam, 
to  the  Kingdom  of  Cambodia,  and  to  the 
Kingdom  of  Laos; 
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le  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  meridian, 
on  expiration  of  the  recess. 

The>Chaplain,  Rev.  Frederick  Brown 
Harris, N?-  D-.  offered  the  following 
prayer : 

O  God  oiftis^ather,  in  all  the  confu¬ 
sion  and  perpSffiity  of  these  convulsive 
days,  our  faith  lo^Slg  up  to  Thee,  who  dost 
overarch  our  fleer^g  years  with  Thy 
eternity  and  dost  und^ird  our  weakness 
with  Thy  strength.  Standing  in  these 
epochal  days  in  the  valley  of  decision, 
strengthen  our  will  to  choos^  that  which 
is  morally  excellent  rather  than  that 
which  is  politically  expedient.  May  we 
never  hesitate  when  the  choice  is.,  be¬ 
tween  honor  and  calculation. 

Our  hearts  in  sjonpathy  leap  the  seaS', 
this  morning  with  the  solemn  realization 
that  this  very  hour,  under  eastern  skies, 
men  are  dying  for  freedom  rather  than 
to  live  as  slaves. 

"God  the  all-righteous  One, 

Man  hath  defied  Thee, 

Yet  to  eternity  standeth  Thy  word. 
Falsehood  and  wrong  shall  not 
tarry  beside  Thee, 

Give  to  us  peace — a  righteous 
peace — 

In  our  time,  O  Lord!” 

Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  McFarland,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  reading  of  the 
Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  Friday, 
June  23,  1950,  was  dispensed  with. 
MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT— AP, 

PROVAL  OF  BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOl 

■noN 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  Er€sident 
of  the  United  States  were  coimminicated 
to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller;  one  of  his 
secretaries,  and  he  annoiimced  that  on 
June  23,  1950,  the  P^j^ident  had  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  tlj/(!Tollowing  acts  and 
joint  resolution: 

S.  2335.  An  act,  make  certain  revisions  in 
titles  I  and  III  of  the  OflBcer  Personnel  Act  of 
1947,  as  amended; 

S.  3181.  An  act  to  extend  the  Housing  and 
Rent  Act  of  1947,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes:  and 

S.  J.  Res.  190.  Joint  resolution  extending 
t)i^  period  of  effectiveness  of  the  Selective 
^/^ervice  Act  of  1948  for  15  days. 


LEAVE  OP  ABSENCE 

On  request  of  Mr.  Wherry,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Young  was 
excused  from  attendance  on  the  sessions 
of  the  Senate  for  the  remainder  of  the 
week. 

On  his  own  request,  and  by  unanimous 
consent,  Mr.  Kerr  was  excused  from  at¬ 
tendance  on  the  sessions  of  the  Senate 
beginning  with  Wednesday  of  this  week 
until  Wednesday  of  next  week. 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING  SENATE 
SESSIONS 

On  request  of  Mr.  McFarland,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  was  authorized  to  meet  this 
afternoon  during  the  session  of  the 
.  Senate. 

'' ,On  request  of  Mr.  Maybank,  and  by 
uritmimous  consent,  a  subcommittee  of 
the  banking  and  Currency  Committee 
was  authorized  to  continue  its  hearings 
this  afternoon  during  the  sesptfn  of  the 
Senate. 

On  request  m  Mr.  McCji^llan,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the,Slibcommittee  on 
Highways  of  the  PubMc  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  was  authorize^l^o  meet  this  after¬ 
noon  during  the^ssionof  the  Senate. 
cab£  of  the  roll 

Mr.  Mc^^RLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  ot’k  quorum. 

Thp^^CE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre- 
tar/^ill  call  the  roll. 

:’he  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names : 


Anderson 

Holland 

Mlllikin 

Benton 

Humphrey 

Morse 

Brlcker 

Ives 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Murray 

Butler 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Neely 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Mahoney 

Cain 

Kefauver 

Pepper 

Chapman 

Kem 

Robertson 

Connally 

Kerr 

Russell 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

SaltonstaU 

Darby 

Knowland 

Schoeppel 

Donnell 

Leahy 

Smith,  Maine 

Douglas 

Lehman 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

McCarran 

Stennls 

Ferguson 

McCarthy 

Taft 

Freer 

McClellan 

Thomas.  Utah 

Pulbrlght 

McFarland 

Tobey 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Tydlngs 

Green 

McMahon 

Watkins 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

Wherry 

Hayden 

Malone 

Wiley 

Hendrickson 

Martin 

WilRams 

Hill 

May  Dank 

Withers 

Mr.  McFarland.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  is  necessarily  absent.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Downey]  is 
absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastlaot)]  and  the  Senators  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Graham  and  Mr.  Hoey] 
are  absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George],  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas],  the  Senator  from 
IJaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas]  are  ab¬ 
sent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt]  Is  absent  on  official  committee 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  attending  the 
sessions  of  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as  a 
delegate  representing  the  United  States. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Myers]  is  absent  because  of  illness  in 
his  family. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  senior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  junior  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Flanders],  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper],  the  senior 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Langer],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Thye],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Vandenberg],  and  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young] 
are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster]  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Dwor- 
shak]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION- 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase 
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the  borrowing  'pd^r' bf  Commodity 
Credit  Corpo^htl^tBIS* 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  the  time 
between  now  and  4  o’clock  is  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  proponents  and  the  opponents 
of  the  conference  report,  to  be  controlled 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  and  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  respectively. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Between 
now  and  4  o’clock  the  Chair  cannot 
recognize  any  Senator,  except  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

The  Chair  has  recognized  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

UlWWlHD  B^BINEBS  ■ 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senators  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  submit  routine  matters,  with¬ 
out  debate,  and  that  the  time  required 
for  that  purpose  be  taken  from  the  time 
allotted  to  me. 

The  VICE  Pr.ESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COMMUNISTS  IN  GOVERNMENT  SERV¬ 
ICE-RESOLUTION  OP  YOUNG  REPUB¬ 
LICAN  CLUB  OP  HAMMOND,  IND. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  I  pre¬ 
sent  for  appropriate  reference  a  reso¬ 
lution  adopted  by  the  Young  Republican 
Club  of  Hammond,  Ind.,  in  session  as¬ 
sembled,  supporting  the  efforts  of  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy]  to  rid  the  State  Department  of 
Communists,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  it  may  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows; 

Whereas  the  present  national  Democratic 
administration  has  seemingly  adopted  a 
policy  of  coddling  and  protecting  Commu¬ 
nists  and  those  In  sympathy  with  the  Com¬ 
munist  Party  and  has  refused  to  rid  the^/ 
various  bureaus  and  departments  of  the  Pee 
eral  Government  of  employees  who  are 
dorslng  Communists  or  their  supporte^of 
communistic  principles;  and 

Whereas  Senator  Joseph  McCABTupf,  Re¬ 
publican,  of  Wisconsin,  has  almosjr  single- 
handedly  attempted  to  expose  th^presence 
of  communism  and  Communist  ^mpathlzers 
In  the  State  Department  of  >ftie  National 
Government;  and  ^ 

Whereas  an  organized  anrf  vicious  smear 
campaign  has  been  cond^ted  by  those  in 
high  office  In  order  to  brittle  the  patriotic 
efforts  of  Senator  JosEjfH  McCarthy  and  to 
whitewash  the  State  jjepartment;  and 

Whereas  citizens  tfom  all  walks  of  life  and 
from  all  sections  cff  the  Nation  are  rallying 
to  the  support  of  Senator  McCarthy  In  his 
demand  for  ej^osure  of  communism  and 
Communist  sympathizers  in  the  State  De¬ 
partment:  Wow,  therefore,  be  It 

Resolve^  by  the  Young  Republican  Club 
of  Harm&iond,  Ind.,  in  session  assembled. 
That  0is  organization  go  on  record  In  sup¬ 
port  of  Senator  Joseph  McCarthy,  Republi¬ 
can,  of  Wisconsin,  in  his  efforts  to  rid  the 
State  Department  of  those  persons  who  are 
opposed  to  the  principles  of  our  Republic; 
and  be  it  further 


Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
forwarded  to  Senator  Joseph  McCarthy, 
Senator  William  Jenner  and  Senator  Homer 
■Capehart. 

(  Edward  B.  Bellamy, 

t  President. 

■;  Marietta  A.  Spaniol, 

’  Vice  President. 

[  James  R.  Tewell, 

j  Treasurer. 

Mary  Jane  Sargent, 

Recording  Secretary. 

'  Phyllis  J.  Livingston, 

Corresponding  Secretary. 

REPORTS  OP  COMMITTEES 

1  The  following  reports  of  committees 
jwere  submitted : 

I  By  Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee 
!on  Expenditures  In  the  Executive  Depart- 
iments : 

S.  3256.  A  bill  directing  the  transfer  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  by  the  General 
Services  Administration  of  certain  property 
’  in"  Soise  Barracks,  Boise,  Idaho;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1866); 

H.  R.  5526.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  provide  for  the  performance  of  cer¬ 
tain  functions  of  the  President  by  other  offi¬ 
cers  of  the  Government,  and  for  other  pur^ 
PB^es;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  186* 

^4  Res.  290.  Resolution  disapproving  Re^fr- 
ganiJmtion  Plan  No.  24  of  1950,  providin|g  f or 
the  ti^sfer  of  the  RFC  to  Departn^t  of 
CommMce;  without  recommendatlo^^i'^  (Rept. 
No.  1868K  / 

Reorganifetlon  Plan  No.  23  0^950,  pro¬ 
viding  for  W'ansfer  of  the  flna^ing  of  fac¬ 
tory-built  h(^es  from  the  ^^'^oi's^ruction 
Finance  CorpoP^lon  to  th^  Housing  and 
Home  Finance  l^mlnist^ftor;  (Rept.  No. 
1870);, and  \  / 

Reorganization  Pnm  jKo.  26  of  1950,  pro¬ 
viding  for  reorganlzatgi&s  in  the  Department 
of  the  Treasury;  (Rcpt\No.  1869). 

By  Mr.  LEAHY,  from  tliVCommlttee  on  the 
District  of  Columjsla: 

S.  2930.  A  bli;U'to  amend  ■ynd  clarify  the 
District  of  Coidmbia  Teacher^Leave  Act  of 
1949,  and  fo,ir  other  purposes;  xlth  amend¬ 
ments  (Rept.  No.  1872); 

S.  3350.  r-A  bill  to  amend  tne  ^nlmum- 
wage  lex  by  extending  the  applic^lon  of 
mlnirnjmn-wage  orders  to  men,  and  fo^other 
purples;  with  amendments  (Rept]\No. 
18‘_  . 

.  3658.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  entitl 
,n  act  to  establish  a  Code  for  the  Dlstrlc 
of  Columbia,”  approved  March  3,  1901,  regu¬ 
lating  the  disposal  of  dead  human  bodies  in 
the  District  of  Columbia;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1874); 

S.  3678.  A  bill  to  change  the  designations 
of  Health  Officer  and  Assistant  Health  Officer 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  respectively,  to 
Director  of  Public  Health  and  Assistant  Di¬ 
rector  of  Public  Health;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1875); 

H.  R.  4237.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  entitled 
“An  act  to  regulate  the  practice  of  optometry 
in  the  District  of  Columbia”;  with  amend¬ 
ments  (Rept.  No.  1876) ; 

H.  R.  7662.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  regulate  boxing  contests 
and  exhibitions  In  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  December 
20,  1944;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1877) ;  and 

H.  R.  7695.  A  bill  to  provide  a  5-day  week 
for  officers  and  members  of  the  Metropolitan 
Police  force,  the  United  States  Park  Police 
force,  and  the  White  House  Police  force;  with 
amendments  (Rept.  No.  1871). 

By  Mr.  McCARRAN,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary: 

S.  1858.  A  bill  to  permit  the  admission  of 
alien  spouses  and  iriinor  children  of  citizen 
members  of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces; 
with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1878); 


S.  1866.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Clayre 
Louise  Forsyth;  without  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  1879); 

S.  2204.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Ri^olph 
Farcher;  with  an  amendment  (Re^t.  No. 
1880); 

S.  2457.  A  bill  to  confer  jurisdic^n  on  the 
Court  of  Claims  to  hear,  determhrfe,  and  ren¬ 
der  Judgment  upon  the  claim  cf  A.  K.  Chah- 
roudl;  without  amendment  (9®Pt-  No.  1881); 

S.  2617.  A  bill  for  the  reU6f  of  Ermallnda 
Mary  Pizzuto;  with  an  ^endment  (Rept. 
No.  1882); 

S.  2625.  A  bill  for  thofrellef  of  Ivo  Marsak; 
without  amendment  yRept.  No.  1883) ; 

S.  2897.  A  bill  fo^rthe  relief  of  Hyman  D. 
Langer,  his  wife  aM  daughter;  with  amend¬ 
ments  (Rept.  Nq,i^884); 

S.  3017.  A  bi^for  the  relief  of  Sgt.  James 
C.  Hollon  andfEessie  L.  Hollon;  with  amend¬ 
ments  (Remis  No.  1885); 

S.  3059.^  bill  for  the  relief  of  John  J. 
Sebenic^'^ with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1886); / 

S.  ^J97.  A  bill  conferring  jurisdiction  on 
theyUnited  States  District  Court  for  the 
ScHfthern  District  of  Mississippi  to  hear,  de- 
^mine,  and  render  Judgment  upon  the 
^laim  of  O.  S.  Rees;  with  amendments  (Rept. 

/No.  1887); 

S.  3098.  A  bill  to  amend  section  104  of  title 
28  of  the  United  States  Code  so  as  to  create 
a  Greenville  Division  in  the  northern  district 
of  Mississippi  with  terms  of  court  to  be  held 
at  Greenville;  with  an  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  1888); 

S.  3325.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Isolde  Bex- 
ner;  with  amendments  (Rept.  No.  1889); 

S.  3610.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  R.  W.  Harris, 
authorized  certifying  officer.  Bureau  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Supply,  Treasury  Department;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1890); 

S.  3614.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  John  B. 
Underwood,  Jr.,  TMC,  United  States  Navy; 
without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1891); 

S.  3644.  A  bill  to  amend  the  War  Claims 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1892) ; 

H.  R.  1022.  A  bill  conferring  Jurisdiction 
upon  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Delaware  to  hear,  determine,  and 
render  judgment  upon  the  claim  of  Alvin 
Smith,  of  New  Castle,  Del.,  arising  out  of  the 
damage  sustained  by  him  as  a  result  of  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  New 
Castle  United  States  Army  Air  Base,  New 
Castle,  Del.;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1893); 

H.  R.  2233.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Ewa 
lantation  Co.,  a  Hawaiian  corporation;  with 
endments  (Rept.  No.  1894) ; 

R.  2535.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Samuel 
J.  iJkMarshall;  without  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  18^5); 

H.  R.  8^7.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Harry  C. 
Goakes;  ^ith  an  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1896); 

H.  R.  4041.'^  bill  for  the  relief  of  Parish 
Bros.;  without^mendment  (Rept.  No.  1897) ; 

H.  R.  4141.  A  WW  for  the  relief  of  Edwin  F. 
Shockley;  withoiiW  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1898); 

H.  R.  4364.  A  bill  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Ruth  B.  Moore,  John  H^ert  Lusk  III,  John 
R.  Lusk,  Sr.,  Mrs.  Minni^P.  Pruitt,  and  Mrs. 
Billie  John  Blckle;  wltBcut  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1899); 

H.  R.  4386.  A  bill  to  amend^section  2  (a) 
and  section  7  of  the  Foreign  AgeiH;s  Registra¬ 
tion  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  Make  failure 
of  registration  a  continuing  offen^  and  to 
continue  the  obligation  of  officers,  directors, 
and  persons  acting  as  such,  to  compiy_wlth 
the  act  despite  dissolution  of  a  foreign  agent; 
without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1900) ; 

H.  R.  5566.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Ago^^ 
tlno  DeLisi;  with  amendments  (Rept.  No.'S 
1901);  S 
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IT,  Senators  will  be  patient  a  little 
while,  we  will  come  to  just  decisions,  we 
will  cdhie  to  decisions  in  which  Senators 
on  the  RJsmublican  side  of  the  Senate  can 
have  just  as  much  voice  and  just  as  much 
influence  a^ny  Senator  on  this  side  of 


the  aisle. 


I  beg  the  S^toator  from  California  to 
recall  what  I  am.  saying  now,  as  I  have 
undertaken  to  be  fair  to  the  Senator  in 
the  past.  I  have  already  apologized  for 
using  language  which  probably  was  a 
little  strong  in  one  r'fe^pect.  However, 
the  Senator  from  Califoteia  himself  uses 
rather  strong  language  wn^n  he  speaks — 
for  instance,  when  the  spe^s  about  the 
wreckage  of  Chiang  Kai-shek, and  about 
how  we  just  threw  him  in  the  "wastebas¬ 
ket — after  giving  him  $2,000,0005000  and 
after  giving  him  arms  and  ammtmition 
which  wound  up  in  the  hands  of,  the 
Communists  and  enabled  them  to  con¬ 
quer  the  rest  of  China.  The  Senafer 
from  California  is  rather  rough  on  some  ^ 
of  the  rest  of  us  at  times.  However,  l' 
do  not  want  to  have  any  friction  with 
the  Senator  from  California,  because  he 
has  an  abrasive  way  of  wearing  down, 
by  constant  repetition;  he  simply  keeps 
on  wearing  down  those  he  opposes  or  the 
views  he  opposes,  until  Anally,  after  a 
while,  he  makes  an  impression. 

No,  Mr.  President;  I  want  Senators  to 
know  that  those  of  us  who  are  directly 
responsible,  through  the  committees  of 
this  body,  are  giving  this  matter  atten¬ 
tion.  Already  this  morning  I  have  had 
considerable  of  a  conference  with  the 
Secretary  of  State.  He  advised  me  that 
he  would  keep 'the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  advised  as  to  every  aspect 
of  this  question  and  as  to  every  develop¬ 
ment  regarding  it. 

I  have  assured  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin — although  he  does  not  need  any 
assurance  from  me,  when  I  tell  him 
something — but  I  have  given  every  as¬ 
surance  to  him  that  when  I  receive  in¬ 
formation  about  this  matter,  he  shall 
know  it,  and  know  it  in  full;  and  all  other 
members  of  the  committee  shall  know; 
they  shall  counsel  with  us. 

That,  Mr.  President,  is  what  I  care  to 
say  at  the  moment.  Later  on  I  may  be/ 
provoked  to  add  some  other  remark/t 
but  for  the  moment  that  is  all  I  car^ao 
say.  / 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Wash^gton 
and  I  thank -the  Senator  from  Lonisiana. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  Presideny  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  y>fld  me  5 
minutes?  /' 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  ask^/nat  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  be,-'recognized  for 
not  more  than  5  minutj 

The  PRESIDING /OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wisgonsin  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Jftr.  President,  now  that 
everything  ha/  been  smoothed  out  in 
such  a  lovelw^ashion  between  the  two 
distinguish/l  Senators  and  love  once 
more  rul^on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I 
feel  tha/  perhaps,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  mf  name  was  brought  into  the  dis- 
cussigm  and  since  I  am,  as  the  result  of 
th^lness  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
IT^.  Vandenberg],  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
/■Relations,  I  should  say  a  few  words. 


In  my  opinion,  the  real  concern  of  the 
people  of  America  is  to  get  an  answer  to 
the  question,  “Where  do  we  go  from 
here?”  Is  it  a  crisis  of  major  or  minor 
importance?  Does  it  mean  war?  Per¬ 
sonally,  when  the  attack  on  South  Korea 
became  known  yesterday,  and  I  was 
questioned  by  newspapermen,  I  felt  that 
I  had  to  say,  “Let  us  wait  until  we  get 
all  the  facts  before  we  go  off  the  deep 
end;  let  us  know  what  the  situation  is.” 

I  may  say  that  I  personally  had  the  as¬ 
surance  to  which  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  CoNNALLY]  has  referred.  I  have 
also  been  in  contact  with  the  Secretary  of 
State,  and  I  feel  that  the  thing  for  all 
of  us  to  do  is  to  remain  calm,  so  that 
when  the  facts  are  submitted  to  us,  we 
of  the  Senate  at  least  will  be  able  to 
give  proper  advice  to  the  Executive  Of¬ 
ficer  who  is  the  constitutional  spearhead 
in  the  situation  which  confronts  the 
Natipn. 

We  may  ask  ourselves  the  question. 
Will  the  invasion  of  South  Korea  pro¬ 
vide  another  proving  ground,  as  Spain 
(hd  when  two  forces  tested  and  proven 
th’^r  weapons?  That  is  one  questii 
Is  ^ssia  bluffing?  is  another  ques^n. 
Should  we  call  her  bluff?  I  thiyf  we 
have,  in  part.  We  have  spoken  yrMac- 
Arthur,  Vho  is  sending  munit/ns  and 
provisions' 4nto  South  Korea.^^e  have 
instigated  atetion  within  the  Jonited  Na¬ 
tions.  We  hKve  at  least  jjctten  things 
started.  We  a^e  now  at  Wast  indicating 
a  positiveness  of  kharac/r  which  I  think 
is  admirable.  I  oq  think  that  the 

practice  of  examinify  into  the  past  and 
of  constantly  dwelling  on  mistakes  is 
going  to  be  of  ass^an^  at  this  particu¬ 
lar  moment,  inf  this  particular  crisis, 
unless  we  canrprofit  by '^ur  mistakes 
and  can  de/rmine  how  toest  to  meet 
the  present-situation.  \ 

One  thMg  we  want  to  make \ure,  and 
that  is  ^e  do  not  focus  all  ou\  atten¬ 
tion  ohT  Korea,  important  as  tha\  may 
be.  ame  Russian  technique  has  always 
be^  to  divert  attention. 

It  is  a  serious  situation,  this  Kore^ 
Btisis,  and  it  requires  earnest  and  sin- 
.'cere  consideration  to  the  end  that  we 
act  with  judgment  and  with  our  eyes 
open  to  consequences.  It  was  a  mis¬ 
take  to  divide  Korea.  Let  us  profit  by 
that  mistake  and  by  others  we  have 
made.  But  dwelling  on  the  past,  witlT? 
the  present  so  full  of  challenges,  does  not 
get  the  job  done  that  is  before  us. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  has 
indicated  that  we  should  not  think  of 
what  happened  in  the  past.  But  the 
division  of  Korea  presented  a  situation, 
did  it  not,  as  a  result  of  which  we  should 
have  anticipated  exactly  what  happened 
on  Saturday  evening?  Is  not  that  a 
fact?  And,  having  anticipated  it,  should 
we  not  have  been  in  position  to  act? 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  stated  that  the  only^ 
reason  for  dwelling  on  the  past  is  that^ 
if  mistakes  have  been  made  in  the  past, 
it  might  enable  us  to  profit  from  them. 
But  “let  the  dead  bury  their  dead.”  In 
that  sense,  let  us  go  on  to  meet  this 
challenge  as  men,  with  adequacy,  with| 
fervor,  and,  if  necessary,  with  strength. 


But  I  question  the  advisability  of  habit 
ually  looking  at  the  mistakes  which  lutve 
occurred  in  the  past.  I  do  not  tmnk 
that  habitual  retrospective  inminy  is 
calculated  to  make  one  comoMent  to 
meet  the  problem  of  today,  e^ept  as  it 
leads  to  an  avoidance  of  yrfe  previous 
mistakes. 

I  know  our  people  are /bncerned,  and 
they  have  a  right  to  be  c^cerned,  as  well 
as  we  of  the  Senate  Ao.  We  ask  our¬ 
selves,  is  this  anotl^  spark  to  ignite  a 
powder  keg?  Ar^^e  adequately  pre¬ 
pared?  In  Pebr^ry,  1941,  I  asked  that 
question  on  th/^oor  of  the  Senate.  I 
at  that  time /sked  that  the  President 
and  the  Seoretary  of  State  supply  us 
with  infoi/iation  as  to  how  well  pre- 
-^pared  w/v/ere  in  Hawaii  and  in  the 
Philipp/es.  No  information  was  re¬ 
ceived 

Tl/  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
tii^  of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  has 
e^ired. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
'^from  Louisiana  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President, 
since  no  other  Senator  apparently  wishes 
to  speak  on  this  very  important  matter, 
I  shall  presently  request  that  we  return 
to  the  pending  business;  but  before  re¬ 
turning  to  the  discussion  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  I  should  like  to  add  a  few 
remarks.  The  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
has  just  asked  the  question.  Are  we  pre¬ 
pared?  I  may  say  there  have  been  many 
of  us  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  other 
branch  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  who  have  had  great  concern  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  2  or  3  years  regarding  the 
defenses  of  the  country  nearest  to  what 
might  become  the  tinderbox  of  Asia.  I 
refer  to  Alaska. 

I  am  able  to  report  a  great  deal  of 
progress  made  by  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense,  through  appropriations  of  the 
Congress,  in  strengthening  the  defenses 
of  Alaska.  In  Alaska  we  have  a  fine 
bastion  of  defense,  both  in  the  air  and 
on  the  land;  perhaps  not  so  much  as 
might  be  desired,  but  there  has  been 
great  improvement,  so  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  territory  which  is  nearest  to  what 
lay  become — and  which  I  hope  will  not 
Ecome — a  tinderbox  in  Asia  has  been 
raWdly  developed  and  stands  ready  to 
ser^  not  only  as  a  listening  post  but  as 

INCREASE  IN  BORROWING  POWER  OP 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION — 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567)  to  increase  the 
borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  make  a  statement  on  the  meas¬ 
ure  now  before  the  Senate,  namely,  the 
conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R.  6567). 
I  have  prepared  a  statement,  which  I 
want  to  read,  but  before  doing  so  I  wish 
to  preface  it  with  a  few  observations 
The  so-called  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment  Is  quite  technical,  and  I  want  to 
be  sure  the  Record  is  correct.  The  bill 
before  the  Senate  proposes  to  extend  the 
borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity 
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Credit  Corporation.  As  passed  by  the 
House  the  bill  did  not  contain  the  so- 
called  Magnuson-Morse  amendment. 
The  Senate  added  to  the  simple  House 
bill,  extending  the  borrowing  power  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  this 
amendment.  It  is  an  amendment  which 
was  also  added  last  year  by  the  Senate  to 
the  agricultural  bill.  It  is  a  very  simple 
amendment.  As  I  shall  show  later  in  the 
discussion,  it  is  an  amendment  with  a 
very  technical  meaning,  yet  its  wording 
is  very  simple.  In  my  opinion  it  would 
clarify  the  situation  regarding  the  price 
support  of  agricultural  products  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  so-called  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ments  concluded  by  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment. 

Last  year,  when  the  amendment  was 
adopted  by  the  Senate  by  a  very  substan¬ 
tial  vote  and  sent  to  the  House  for  con¬ 
ference,  it  was  there  thrown  out  by  the 
House  conferees.  The  suggestion  was 
made  by  those  representing  the  White 
House  that,  should  the  Magnuson  amend¬ 
ment  be  kept  in  the  bill,  the  agricultural 
bill  would  be  vetoed.  That  presented 
a  very  serious  problem,  because  we  had 
a  bill  that  went  into  all  phases  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  including  the  matter  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  themselves.  The  possibility  of  the 
whole  thing  being  lost  if  the  so-called 
Magnuson  amendment  were  written  into 
the  bill  surely  should  have  been  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  careful  consideration  by  the  con¬ 
ferees.  I  can  see  how  the  Senate  might 
have  yielded  to  the  House  conferees  on 
that  occasion  because  of  the  threat  of  a 
Presidential  veto.  I  do  not  beligve  that 
we  should  legislate  in  that  manner.  But 
the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  we  were 
nearing  the  end  of  the  session.  We 
needed  an  agricultural  bill,  and  it  ap¬ 
peared  as  though  this  amendment  might 
have  the  effect  of  killing  the  bill. 

But  we  are  faced  with  a  much  differ¬ 
ent  situation  today.  The  pending  bill 
provides  a  mere  expansion  of  the  bor¬ 
rowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  The  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  the  money  anyway.  It 
will  have  no  effect  upon  the  power  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  should 
this  bill  be  returned  to  conference 
through  an  insistence  by  the  Senate 
upon  this  amendment.  The  Corpora¬ 
tion  will  proceed  with  its  business  in  the 
interests  of  American  agriculture  and  in 
the  interests  of  the  stability  of  the 
American  agricultural  economy,  regard¬ 
less  of  how  long  it  may  take  a  conference 
to  agree  upon  this  amendment.  So  we 
are  faced  with  a  much  different  legis¬ 
lative  situation  at  the  present  time. 

Some  intimation  was  given  last  Friday 
by  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  that  we  may  be 
faced  wtih  another  Presidential  veto, 
should  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
remain  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  bill.  I  do  not  know  about  that, 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  those  in  the 
State  Department  and  in  the  White 
House,  since  the  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  last  fall,  probably  should  have 
profited  by  certain  of  the  things  which 
have  happened  in  relation  to  price  sup¬ 
port  of  agricultural  products  in  relation 
to  imports. 


It  Is  my  definite  opinion,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  had  this  amendment  been  in 
the  agricultural  bill  a  year  ago  we  would 
not  have  experienced  the  so-called  po¬ 
tato  scandal.  Many  other  problems  af¬ 
fecting  agricultural  production  would 
have  been  solved  had  this  amendment 
been  in  effect. 

Let  me  also  invite  attention  to  the 
fact  that  last  year  we  were  approxi¬ 
mately  in  the  middle  of  our  normal  3- 
year  trade  agreements.  Ninety  percent 
of  them  expire  at  the  end  of  this  year, 
and  we  are  now  in  the  process,  through 
reciprocity  committees,  the  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission,  and  the  State  Department,  of 
attempting  to  negotiate  new  trade  trea¬ 
ties  with  all  nations  which  signed  the 
Geneva  Conference  report.  So  it  is  very 
important  that  we  insist  upon  this 
amendment  as  it  affects  reciprocal  trade 
agreements  and  new  trade  treaties.  It 
is  much  more  important  at  this  time. 
Our  experience  in  the  past  should  cer¬ 
tainly  show  the  necessity  of  such  an 
amendment;  and  the  fact  that  we  are 
about  to  negotiate  new  trade  treaties 
makes  the  situation  more  important  to 
meet  than  it  was  previously.  Were  we 
not  in  that  position,  I  probably  should 
not  insist  upon  the  amendment  and  that 
the  conference  report  be  sent  back. 

Mr.  President,  before  presenting  fur¬ 
ther  arguments  for  rejecting  the  report 
I  want  to  clarify  two  important  points 
which  are  involved.  The  so-called  com¬ 
modity  credit  bill.  House  bill  6567,  as 
passed  by  the  House,  was  a  very  simple 
and  short  bill.  It  merely  increased  the 
borrowing  authority  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  by  $2,000,000,000. 
Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Senate  bill  con¬ 
form  exactly  to  the  House  version,  both 
in  language  and  in  purpose. 

The  question  of  increasing,  by  $2,000,- 
000,000,  the  borrowing  power  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  therefore, 
was  not  in  controversy  when  the  bill  went 
to  conference.  Both  House  and  Senate 
were  in  complete  agreement  that  the 
CCC’s  borrowing  authority  should  be  in¬ 
creased. 

In  consequence,  any  Senator  who  votes 
with  me  to  reject  this  conference  report 
cannot  be  accused,  by  that  action,  of 
being  against  the  farmers  of  this  coun¬ 
try.  Irrespective  of  whether  we  send  this 
bill  back  to  conference,  a  $2,000,000,000 
increase  in  the  CCC’s  borrowing  author¬ 
ity  is  assured. 

Tlie  only  question  before  the  conferees 
had  to  do  with  section  3  of  the  Senate 
version  of  House  bill  6567.  Section  3  is 
the  so-called  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment.  In  reality,  section  3  is  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  substitute  for  section  22  of  the 
Agriculture  Adjustment  Act  as  it  now 
stands.  If  we  reject  the  conference  re¬ 
port  today,  section  3,  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment,  again  will  be  the  only 
issue  before  the  conferees. 

I  now  undertake  to  demonstrate  that 
failure  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  to  reject 
this  report  will  jeopardize  two  major 
programs  vital  to  the  welfare  of  our  Na¬ 
tion.  Failure  to  reject  this  report  will 
jeopardize  our  price  support  and  related 
farm  programs.  It  will  also  jeopardize 
the  reciprocal-trade  program. 


To  understand  what  the  conferees 
have  done  we  need  to  review  briefly  the 
intent  and  purpose  of  section  22  of  the 
Triple  A  Act  and  the  intent  and  purpose 
of  the  Magnuson-Morse  substitute  for 
this  section. 

Section  22  of  the  AAA  Act  was  de-  , 
signed  to  provide  a  means  of  protecting  ' 
domestic  agricultural  producers — under  ■' 
certain  circumstances — from  ruinous  ' 
imports.  As  a  corollary,  it  was  designed  ; 
to  insure  that  ^  the  taxpayers  arid  ~^fie 
iTeasury  of  thia.  cojihtry  would  not  Jbel 
required  to  support  the  pficfe  of  foreign 
prqduction  of  commodities,  enjoying 
price  support  in  this  countiy. J  It  was  de¬ 
signed  td'insure"ffia?E  our  farmers  who 
agree  to  measures  designed  to  protect 
their  domestic  market  would  not  be 
penalized  twice  over — I  say  “penalized 
twice  over”  because  the  more  successful 
our  farmers  and  this  Government  are  in 
stabilizing  domestic  prices  at  a  decent 
level  the  greater  will  be  the  attraction 
for  imports — the  greater  will  be  the  in¬ 
centive  for  the  foreign  farmer  to  at¬ 
tempt  to  break  into  this  market. 

Some  reasonable  machinery  for  pre¬ 
venting  the  destruction  of  domestic  farm 
programs  must  be  assured,  otherwise  the 
taxpayers  of  the  country  will  resist  and 
ultimately  eliminate  both  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  reciprocal-trade  program. 

The  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
seeks  to  make  section  22  an  effective  tool. 

It  consists  of  two  somewhat  separate  but 
closely  related  parts.  Subsections  A,  B, 

C,  D,  and  E  contain  the  machinery  for 
dealing  with  imports  which  threaten  to 
destroy  the  effectiveness  of  a  marketing 
agreement,  price  support,  school  lunch, 
export  subsidy,  domestic  diversion,  acre¬ 
age  allotment,  or  siihilar  farm  program. 

Under  section  22  as  it  existed  prior  to 
the  Eightieth  Congress  the  President 
was  authorized,  if  circumstances  war¬ 
rant  it,  to  impose  an  import  fee  up  to 
50  percent  ad  valorem,  or  to  proclaim  a 
quota  limiting  the  amount  of  the  imports 
to  not  less  than  50  percent  of  the  imports 
during  a  representative  period  in  the 
past. 

To  assist  in  discharging  this  respon¬ 
sibility  the  President  issued  Executive 
Order  No.  72,  dated  November  23,  1935. 
Section  22  has  been  the  law  of  the  land 
since  that  time.  In  this  order  the  Presi¬ 
dent  delegated  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  authority  to  make  a  preliminary 
investigation  of  alleged  interference  by  , 
imports  with  a  domestic  farm  program  ; 
authorized  under  the  Triple  A  Act.  ' 

The  theory  was  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  make  a  preliminary 
investigation.  If  this  investigation  con¬ 
vinced  the  Secretary  that  imports  were 
creating  a  serious  problem,  particularly 
with  reference  to  farm  surpluses,  he 
would  recommend  to  the  President  that 
the  machinery  of  section  22  be  set  in 
motion. 

The  President  would  set  the  machin¬ 
ery  in  motion  by  instructing  the  Tariff 
Commission  to  make  a  thorough  inves¬ 
tigation  of  the  alleged  destructive  im¬ 
pact  of  imports.  The  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  would  then  make  its  investigation 
and  would  report  back  to  the  President. 
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The  President  would  then  have  to  de¬ 
cide  what,  if  anything,  should  be  done. 
He  might  proclaim  an  import  fee  on  the 
troublesome  commodity,  or  he  might 
impose  a  quota,  or  he  might  take  no  ac- 
'  tion  whatever.  As  the  chief  executive 
of  this  country  he  would  make  the  final 
decision.  His  authority  was  permissive, 
not  mandatory. 

What  did  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  propose  to  do  about  the 
mechanics  of  section  22?  I  preface  this 
by  saying  that  experience  has  shown 
that  in  the  case  of  a  perishable  crop,  the 
season  is  over  before  the  relief  provided 
under  section  22  can  be  made  available. 
By  the  time  the  Secretary  makes  an  in¬ 
vestigation,  reports  to  the  President, 
the  President  orders  the  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  to  investigate,  the  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  reports  back  to  the  President,  and 
the  President  makes  up  his  mind,  the 
season  is  over;  the  damage  is  done. 

I  might  add  that  the  same  is  true  with 
reference  to  nonperishable  crops.  The 
procedure  requires  months,  and  some¬ 
times  decisions  are  delayed  as  long  as  17 
or  18  months  or  2  years.  So  section  22, 
which  has  been  the  law  of  the  land  and 
designed  to  protect  our  agricultural  eco¬ 
nomic  stability,  has  had  practically  no 
effect  with  reference  to  ruinous  imports. 

Our  amendment  seeks  to  streamline 
.  >  this  procedure.  It  transfers  to  the  Sec- 
'  retary  of  Agriculture  full  and  final  re¬ 
sponsibilities  for  investigating  the  al¬ 
leged  injurious  effect  of  agricultural  im¬ 
ports  upon  the  farm  program.  My 
amendment  streamlines  section  22  so 
1  that  only  one  investigation  is  necessary. 

!  Under  it,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
,  would  hold  a  public  hearing,  determine 
the  facts,  and  transmit  his  findings  to 
the  President.  The  President  would 
,  either  proclaim  an  import  fee  of  not-_ 
more  than  50  percent  ad  valorem,  pro¬ 
claim  a  quota,  or  would  do  nothing,  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  circumstances  in  the 
particular  case.  Under  our  amendment, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  made  the 
investigator,  the  collector  of  facts.  He 
does  not  make  the  final  decision.  As  is 
the  case  under  the  present  law,  the 
President  himself  has  the  final  word. 

Let  us  see  how  this  would  work.  Last 
year,  in  the  case  of  imports  of  potatoes, 
which  did  not  directly  cause  the  trouble 
we  had  with  potatoes,  but  seriously  ag¬ 
gravated  the  trouble,  the  procedure  could 
have  taken  place  within  2  or  3  days.  I 
am  sure  if  the  President  had  had  this 
authority  a  great  deal  would  have  been 
done  immediately  to  take  care  of  the 
troublesome  potato  problem.  Under  sec¬ 
tion  22  it  would  take  months  to  take  any 
action.  All  this  amendment  does,  in  one 
x-espect,  is  to  streamline  the  procedure. 

I  have  gone  into  the  mechanics  of  sec¬ 
tion  22  at  some  length  because  there  was 
a  great  deal  of  confusion  in  the  House  on 
this  score  when  this  conference  report 
came  up  over  there  for  debate  a  few  days 
ago.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  anyone  who 
reads  the  five  or  six  pages  of  colloquy  be¬ 
tween  the  House  conferees  and  House 
Members  seeking  Information  can  hardly 
escape  the  conclusion  that  the  House 
conferees  were  themselves  confused  with 


respect  to  the  real  significance  of  their 
action.  For  example,  on  page  9051  of  the 
June  20  Record  the  chairman  of  the 
House  conferees  said: 

What  does  the  Magnuson  amendment  do? 
The  Magnuson  amendment  places  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  In  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
He  not  only  makes  the  complaint,  he  tries 
the  case,  and  he  renders  the  verdict.  You 
talk  about  the  administration  wanting  more 
power.  Where  could  the  administration 
have  more  power  than  that? 

Actually,  as  I  have  already  stated,  the 
Magnuson  amendment  does  not  give  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  responsibility 
for  making  the  complaint,  trying  the 
case,  and  rendering  the  verdict.  Under 
the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  the 
Secretary  would  collect  the  facts,  but  the 
President  would  render  the  verdict. 
They  have  that  power  now,  except  that  it 
involves  a  very  cumbersome  procedure 
to  arrive  at. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  sole  purpose  of  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  is  to  make  certain  that  the 
money  which  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  spend  under  the  support 
program  would  be  spent  for  the  benefit 
of  the  American  farmers  and  not  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  up  a  world-wide  agri¬ 
cultural  support  pi'ogram? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  correct. 
Furthermore  we  seek  to  protect  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  itself  so  that 
they  would  stay  within  the  framework  of 
the  intent  of  Congress.  In  other  words, 
we  would  not  have  the  situation  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  taking  the 
taxpayers’  money  out  of  one  pocket  to 
maintain  the  price-support  program  and 
the  State  Department  spending  money 
out  of  the  other  pocket  by  allowing  im¬ 
ports  to  come  in  under  trade  agreements, 
with  the  result  of  wrecking  the  price - 
support  program. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Without  this  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  bill  we  would  be  supporting 
agricultural  products  throughout  the 
world.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  of  course ;  and  that 
is  what  we  have  been  doing,  because  un¬ 
der  section  22,  the  procedure  is  so  cum¬ 
bersome  that  by  the  time  they  get  around 
to  it,  even  if  the  President  did  make  a 
decision  which  he  thought  should  be 
made  under  the  circumstances,  the  dam¬ 
age  is  done  and  we  have  poured  out  tax¬ 
payers’  money  to  keep  an  agricultural 
product  at  an  economic  stable  level. 

If  the  President  wishes  to  call  the 
Tariff  Commission  in  to  advise  him,  there 
is  nothing  to  prevent  that  in  section  22  as 
we  propose  to  amend  it.  Under  our 
amendment,  however,  the  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  would  not  be  brought  into  the 
problem  except  on  an  advisory  basis  and 
at  the  request  of  the  President. 

The  Congress  has  placed  responsibility 
for  administering  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  He  should  have  parallel 
authority  over  imports,  subject,  of  course, 
to  the  limitations  of  section  22  itself.  In 
supporting  prices  the  Secretary  has  to 
deal  with  the  “total  supply  in  the  mar¬ 


ket  place.’’  The  total  supply  is  made  up 
of  domestic  shipments  plus  imports. 

I  want  to  make  just  one  more  point 
with  reference  to  the  streamlining  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Magnuson-Moi’se  amend¬ 
ment.  A  subcommittee  under  the  able 
chairmanship  of  the  senior  Senator  fi'om 
Louisiana  held  hearings  on  this  amend¬ 
ment  on  Tuesday,  March  21,  1950.  Not 
a  single  witness  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  appeared  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  testify  against  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment.  This  is  significant 
because  in  the  House  debate  confei’ees 
asserted  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  opposed  to  our  proposal.  If  this 
be  true,  he  missed  an  excellent  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  his  views  known  when  he 
failed  to  appear  either  in  person  or  by 
representative  before  the  subcommittee 
headed  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  on 
March  21  of  this  year. 

I  believe  that  the  streamlining  pi’o- 
visions  of  the  Magnuson-Moi'se  amend¬ 
ment  are  a  tremendous  improvement 
over  the  present  cumbersome  machinery 
and  should  be  adopted. 

Let  us  now  turn  to  the  more  con- 
ti’oversial  subsection  of  section  3  of  H.  R. 
6567.  I  remind  Senators  again  that  sec¬ 
tion  3  is  the  Magnuson-Morse  substitute 
for  the  existing  section  22. 

The  Eightieth  Congress  added  a  sub¬ 
section  (f)  to  section  22.  As  a  practical 
matter  this  action  nullified  section  22. 
'The  most  important  single  provision  of 
our  amendment,  therefore,  relates  to  ex¬ 
isting  subsection  (f) . 

This  is  a  very  technical  matter,  and 
the  House  conferees  were  confused  by 
it.  I  quote  subsection  (f)  of  section  22 
of  the  Agricultural  Act,  as  follows  : 

No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall 
be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any  treaty 
or  other  international  agreement  to  which 
the  United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a 
party. 

In  other  words,  by  section  22,  which 
is  the  law  of  the  land,  we  sought  to 
protect  the  price-support  program,  but 
under  subsection  (f)  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  completely  nullified,  and  in  ef¬ 
fect  we  say  to  the  State  Department: 
“You  can  run  willy  nilly  to  England 
and  make  all  the  trade  agreements  you 
want,  and  allow  to  come  into  this  coun- 
tiw  all  the  agricultural  imports  you  want 
to  allow  to  come  in,  despite  the  fact  that 
it  is  going  to  cost  millions  of  dollars 
of  taxpayers’  money  to  support  the  price 
of  the  product  which  is  jeopai'dized  by 
the  imports.’’  Mr.  President,  I  say  that 
does  not  make  sense.  Either  we  should 
repeal  section  22  and  subsection  (f), 
which  are  now  the  law  of  the  land,  or 
we  should  adopt  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment.  The  two  ai’e  completely 
inconsistent. 

The  State  Department  keeps  coming 
to  Congress  and  insisting  it  has  that 
power,  in  contravention  of  the  intent 
of  Congress  when  it  passed  the  original 
Agricultural  Act.  and  in  contravention 
of  the  interests  of  the  taxpayers,  who 
have  to  pay  for  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram. 

As  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  stated, 
I,  too,  as  a  long-time  supporter  of  re¬ 
ciprocal  trade  agreements,  having  voted 
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for  their  extension  during  my  14  years 
of  service  in  Congress,  think  that  leav¬ 
ing  this  authority  In  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  does  more  harm  than  any  other 
one  thing  I  can  think  of.  Hence  the 
suggested  amendment.  Subsection  (f )  of 
our  amendment  reads  as  follows : 

No  International  agreement  hereafter 
shall  be  entered  Into  by  the  United  States 
or  renewed,  extended,  or  allowed  to  extend 
beyond  its  permissible  termination  date  In 
contravention  of  this  session. 

In  other  words,  we  say  to  the  State 
Department,  “When  you  make  these 
agreements,  pay  attention  to  this  fact, 
and  place  in  the  agreement  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  have  a  flexible  jurisdiction  over  any 
type  of  ruinous  imports  which  affect 
the  price-support  program.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President - : 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Washington  agree  with  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  that  in  essence  what 
the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  seeks 
to  accomplish,  and  probably  will  accom¬ 
plish,  is  that  it  will  make  available  to 
the  administration  the  facts  they  need, 
in  advance  of  any  damage  being  done  to 
the  agricultural  industry  of  this  coun¬ 
try,  whereas  the  conferees’  report  has 
the  bad  defect  of  permitting  the  damage 
all  to  be  done  in  the  first  instance,  and 
then  trying  to  lock  the  stable  door  after 
the  horse  is  gone? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  exactly 
what  has  happened  in  many  cases,  and 
the  most  crying  example  was  afforded 
by  the  potato  crop  last  fall.  The  amend¬ 
ment  protects  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ments  within  the  framework  of  what  we 
are  trying  to  have.  The  Geneva  agree¬ 
ment  took  cognizance  of  the  fact  that 
there  were  governments  which  had  gov¬ 
ernment-supported  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams,  and  the  nations  agreed  in  Geneva 
that  in  making  trade  agreements  that 
should  be  taken  into  consideration,  and 
there  could  be  no  objection  on  the  part 
of  any  signatory  nation  to  the  inclusion 
in  our  trade  agreements  of  such  a  pro¬ 
vision  as  the  Senator  and  I  propose. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Washington  agree  with  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  that  at  least  in  our 
conversations  with  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  officials  we  have  a  great  deal  of 
difficulty  in  getting  them  really  to  raise 
any  objections  to  the  purposes  which  we 
seek  to  accomplish,  but  that  theii'  gen¬ 
eral  attitude  is,  “We  do  not  need  to  have 
this  safeguard  put  into  the  law”? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  it;  they 
say,  “We  will  take  care  of  it,”  and,  of 
course,  they  do  not  take  care  of  it.  They 
go  to  trade  conferences,  but  they  have 
never  paid  any  attention  to  having  any 
trade  agreement  written  in  accordance 
with  our  price-support  program.  They 
have  allowed  agricultural  imports  in 
some  cases  to  result  in  greater  costs  to 
our  Government.  In  Geneva  we  agreed. 


and  all  the  signatory  nations  agreed,  to 
what  we  are  proposing. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  trying  to  analyze 
the  attitude  of  the  State  Department. 
I  desire  to  be  fair  to  them,  but  I  am 
going  to  insist  that  they  in  turn  be  fair 
to  the  agricultural  interests  of  the 
United  States. 

Does  the  Senator  come  away  from 
some  of  those  conferences  with  State 
Department  representatives  with  the 
feeling  which  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon  has,  that  apparently  what  they 
want  is  a  law  so  broad  that  there  are  not 
written  into  it  any  legislative  checks  im¬ 
posed  by  Congress  which  will  in  any  way 
slow  them  down  at  the  trade  conferences, 
but  will  leave  them  free  really  to  bind 
this  country  in  the  first  instance  at  the 
conferences,  expecting,  of  course,  that 
once  they  enter  into  an  agreement,  we 
will  rubber  stamp  it  when  they  get  back? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Of  course,  that  is 
exactly  their  attitude.  They  like  to  go  to 
the  conferences  with  a  blank  check,  and 
make  such  agreements  as  they  desire. 
Then  they  say  to  themselves — I  do  not 
know,  but  I  imagine  this  is  their  think¬ 
ing — “Perhaps  we  can  agree  with  some 
country  on  olive  oil,  or  citrus  fruit,  or 
apples,  or  wheat,  and  we  might  as  well 
let  them  bring  in  more,  because  it  will 
not  make  any  difference,  the  Agricultural 
Department  will  have  to  pay  more  for 
price  supports.”  Thus  they  can  take 
care  of  some  of  their  favorite  subjects 
in  the  trade  agreements. 

I  would  not  propose  any  free  trade,  but 
I  have  been  for  a  Government  support 
program.  The  State  Department  repre¬ 
sents  one  arm  of  the  Government,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  represents  the 
other  arm. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
and  I  said  the  other  day,  when  appear¬ 
ing  before  the  Reciprocity  Committee,  in 
connection  with  our  plywood  problem, 
that  if  they  keep  up  their  endeavors  to 
such  a  point  that  they  are  ruining  indus¬ 
tries  in  geographical  areas,  where  there 
is  not  a  great  spread,  they  are  going  to 
create  a  sentiment  in  this  country  which 
will  ruin  the  reciprocal  trade  program, 
and  put  us  back  under  the  tariff  wall 
program,  which  neither  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  nor  I  desires. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  again? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Washington  find  himself  in  somewhat 
the  same  position  in  which  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  found  himself, 
so  far  as  political  campaigning  has  been 
concerned,  when  he  has  answered  ques¬ 
tions  from  the  economic  reactionaries, 
who  would  take  us  back  to  a  Smoot- 
Hawley  situation,  to  a  tariff  that  would 
result  inevitably  in  war  just  as  surely  as 
we  stand  here  today?  The  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  finds  himself  as  a  de¬ 
fender  of  reciprocal  trade  in  the  position 
of  having  such  reactionaries  say,  “Look 
at  what  it  is  doing  to  the  fruit  industry 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  look  at  what  it 
Is  doing  to  the  lumber  industry  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  look  at  what  it  is  do¬ 


ing  to  America  in  general,”  leaving  us 
only  with  the  argument,  “I  hold  no  brief 
for  the  abuses  of  the  reciprocal  trade 
program,  but  I  am  trying  to  iron  out 
those  abuses.”  That  is  why  I  have  joined 
with  the  Senator  from  Washington  in 
the  so-called  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill.  Does  the  Senator  find 
himself  in  that  position? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  imagine  we  have 
both  found  oui’selves  in  that  position, 
and  even  though  I  cannot  defend  some 
of  the  things  done,  I  am  a  great  sup¬ 
porter  of  reciprocal  trade.  The  real 
danger  is  that  if  this  tendency  continues, 
and  the  officials  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  will  not  accept  arguments  such  as 
those  now  being  made  here,  when  they 
come  before  Congress  next  year  and  ask 
for  an  extension  of  reciprocal  trade 
agreements,  they  will  find  those  who 
must  represent  their  districts  in  oppo¬ 
sition,  saying,  “This  agreement  has 
ruined  an  industry  in  my  area,  and  I 
cannot  vote  for  its  extension,”  and  we 
will  go  back  to  the  old  protective  tariff 
situation.  As  the  Senator  has  said,  I 
know  of  no  quicker  road  into  world  war 
HI  than  going  back  to  the  Smoot-Haw- 
ley  tariff,  which  some  of  our  enemies 
would  like  to  see  happen. 

Reciprocal  trade  agreements  do  not 
mean  free  trade,  they  mean  working  out 
protection  for  certain  industries  within 
the  framework  of  the  law.  The  amazing 
thing  is  that  the  State  Department 
knov/s  that  at  the  Geneva  Conference, 
where  60-some  nations  signed  their 
names  to  the  pact,  in  article  11  they 
agreed  to  recognize  the  fact  that  we  did 
have  some  Government-supported  pro¬ 
grams,  and  they  said,  “They  must  be 
fools  if  they  would  allow  us  to  bring  in 
imports  which  would  wreck  the  Govern¬ 
ment-support  program.”  And  I  think 
we  are.  But  the  State  Department 
seems  to  want  the  authority  to  go  to 
England  next  fall  and  dicker  all  over 
again,  and  bind  us  to  the  principle  of 
trade  treaties,  which  is  all  right,  but  it 
will  have  the  effect  of  costing  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers — all  the  taxpayers,  not 
only  the  farmers,  but  all  of  us — more 
money,  because  we  are  going  to  have  to 
support  agricultural  prices.  This 
amendment  offers  a  simple  way  to  pro¬ 
tect  us,  to  protect  the  farmer,  and  all 
the  taxpayers.  It  offers  a  very  simple 
way  to  put  into  the  minds  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  a  reaffirmation  of  faith  in 
reciprocal  trade  agreements  which  we 
can  negotiate  and  at  the  same  time  pro¬ 
tect  ourselves,  to  the  mutual  benefit  of 
both  parties  to  the  agreements. 

Mr.  President,  I  read  section  (f)  of 
section  22,  which  gives  the  power  and 
the  authority  the  administration  of 
which  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  I 
criticize.  I  also  read  the  proposed 
amendment,  which  just  reverses  the  pro¬ 
cedure.  That  is  what  it  does. 

As  to  subsection  (f)  of  section  22,  we 
merely  say  that  in  the  future  when  the 
Department  makes  trade  agreements  it 
must  take  into  consideration  the  fact 
that  we  do  have  a  price-support  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Washington  yield? 
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Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  just  what  it  is  he  thinks  this 
amendment  will  do  and  what  effect  it 
w'ill  have  on  the  State  Department  when 
they  make  these  so-called  reciprocal 
trade  agreements.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  the  two  words,  “reciprocal  trade” 
do  not  appear  in  the  1934  Trade  Agree¬ 
ments  Act  at  all,  and  it  is  not  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  State  Department  to  bring 
about  reciprocal  trade.  It  is  a  one-way 
street  in  leveling  our  standard  of  living 
with  the  nations  of  the  world  through  an 
arbitrary  lowering  of  the  tariffs  and  im¬ 
port  fees  without  regard  to  the  differen¬ 
tial  of  the  standards  of  living  between 
this  country  and  the  competitive  nations. 
Will  the  Senator  tell  the  junior  Senator 
from  Nevada  just  what  he  thinks  will  be 
the  effect  of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  will  read  again 
the  language  of  the  amendment.  We 
say: 

No  international  agreement  hereafter  shall 
be  entered  into  by  the  United  States  or  re¬ 
newed.  extended,  or  allowed  to  extend  be¬ 
yond  its  permissible  termination  in  contra¬ 
vention  of  this  section. 

Section  22  with  respect  to  a  price- 
supported  agricultural  product  merely 
sets  up  a  procedure  whereby,  when 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  certifiies 
that  there  is  a  surplus,  and  that 
there  is  need  to  support  the  prices, 
the  President  can  add  a  50  percent  ad 
valorem  tax  or  establish  quotas  which 
will  bring  the  exports  down  to  the  point 
where  they  will  not  be  injurious  to  our 
agricultural  products.  That  is  the  pro¬ 
cedure,  but  subsection  (f)  nullifies  it. 
We  streamline  the  procedure,  because 
even  if  we  were  to  go  back  to  section  22 
it  would  take  months  and  months  and 
months  to  accomplish  what  section  22 
provides.  So  we  say  that  when  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  who  is  in  charge 
of  the  agricultural  program,  who  must 
determine  price  supports,  who  must  de¬ 
termine  marketing  agreements  affecting 
the  things  that  relate  to  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  and  its  economic  stability,  who  is  a 
fact  finder  in  this  case,  finds  that  an 
import  is  injurious  to  a  Government- 
supported  agricultural  product,  com¬ 
modity,  or  program,  he  shall  report  that 
directly  to  the  President,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  can  act  immediately  by  adding  50 
percent  ad  valorem  tax  or  establishing  a 
quota.  It  is  as  simple  as  that. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Just  what  crops  does 
the  amendment  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Washington  include? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  includes  all 
crops  under  our  so-called  farm  program. 
That  would  be  price -supported  crops, 
crops  under  quotas,  under  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  That  would  be  crops  under  mar¬ 
keting  agreements.  That  would  be  crops 
that  might  be  purchased  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  various  reasons,  school  lunches, 
and  things  like  that.  It  would  include 
such  crops.  It  would  include  practically 
the  main  substance  of  our  agriculture, 
I  would  say. 


Mr.  MALONE.  The  entire  range  of 
crops  that  are  supported  under  the  price- 
support  program? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  includes  those 
definitely.  Those  under  marketing 
agreement,  those  under  any  Government 
program  which  costs  the  Government 
money  to  maintain. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Then  it  puts  definitely 
into  the  hands  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  or  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  the  complete  judgment?  It  is  up 
to  his  judgment  entirely  for  decision? 
The  decision  rests  upon  no  one  else’s 
judgment  as  to  when  these  quotas  and 
corrections  shall  be  invoked?  It  is  en¬ 
tirely  in  the  power  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture? 

I  agree  with  the  senior  Senator  from 
Washington  that  a  tariff  or  import  fee 
should  make  up  that  differential  of  cost 
of  production  between  this  country  and 
the  competitive  nations;  flexible  and  in 
the  hands  of  a  nonpartisan  authority. 

It  would  be  administered  on  a  basis  of 
fair  and  reasonable  competition;  there 
would  be  no  question  of  a  high  tariff 
or  a  low  tariff;  but  would  represent  the 
difference  in  the  wage  standard  of  living. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No.  Let  me  an¬ 
swer  the  question.  The  Senator  remem¬ 
bers  that  we  have  two  purposes  in  the 
amendment.  One  is  to  put  a  check  on 
the  State  Department  in  making  the 
agreements.  I  think  the  Senator  agrees 
\with  that  provision.  The  other  is  the 
procedure  _when  it  is  found’That  an  im- 
jport  is  injurious  to  a  Government-sup¬ 
ported  agricultural-crop  commodity  pro¬ 
gram.  In  section  22,  which  has  been  the 
law  of  the  land  since  1935,  a  procedure 
was  set  forth.  There  was  no  check  on 
the  State  Department,  but  there  was  a 
procedure  established.  That  procedure 
was  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
should  make  a  determination  that  an 
imported  product,  such  as  that  on  which 
the  Government  was  supporting  a  sur¬ 
plus,  became  injurious  to  that  program. 
Then  he  would  send  that  finding  to  the 
President.  Then  the  President  would 
send  it  to  the  Tariff  Commission,  which 
would  hold  hearings — maybe.  I  do  not 
whether  they  would.  Sometimes  they  do 
not  even  hold  hearings.  Then  the  Tariff 
Commission  would  report  back  to  the 
President,  and  the  President  would  have 
the  authority  to  establish  a  quota  or  to 
add  50  percent  ad  valorem  tax.  That 
procedure  required  months  and  months. 
The  damage  was  already  done  before 
action  to  prevent  it  could  be  taken.  In 
the  case  of  perishable  crops,  two  seasons 
could  go  by  before  something  would 
happen  to  protect  us  from  injurious 
'  imports.  " 

Under  our  amendment,  we  do  two 
things.  We  say  to  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment,  “When  you  make  these  interna¬ 
tional  agreements,  you  shall  have  a 
clause  in  them  which  provides  that  when 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  a  fact 
finder  alone,  determines  that  imports  are 
injuring  a  program  which  he  must  ad¬ 
minister  with  taxpayers’  money,  he  shall 
report  it  directly  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  and  then  the  President 


can  either  do  what  he  is  allowed  to  do 
under  section  22,  directly  add  50  percent 
ad  valorem,  or  establish  a  quota,  and  do 
it  immediately. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
after  the  findings  are  made  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  the  President 
may  by  proclamation  impose  fees,  and 
so  forth? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  correct.  It 
is  permissive. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  present  law 
says  it  shall  be  done.  Is  that  not  a  fact? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  read  to  my 
good  friend  section  22  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Let  me  interrupt 
my  friend.  Section  22,  yes;  but  section 
22  has  been  nullified  by  subsection  (f ) , 
and  the  President  has  never  taken  such 
action. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thought  my  good 
friend  from  Washington  admitted  last 
Friday  in  debate  that  as  to  any  crops 
which  can  be  controlled  either  through 
marketing  agreements  or  any  other  pro¬ 
duction  controls,  the  conference  provi¬ 
sion  will  be  as  effective  as  section  22  un¬ 
der  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington  and  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Oh,  I  think  it 
would  be  as  effective  if  section  (f)  were 
knocked  out,  but  the  conference  pro¬ 
cedure  will  have  no  effect  at  all. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Is  not  the  difference 
in  procedure  only  this:  under  the  con¬ 
ference  agreement  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  initiates  the  matter? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  same  as  un¬ 
der  section  22. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  Under  Section 
22  the  President  does  it,  and  then  the 
second  step,  as  to  who  shall  carry  on 
this  investigation,  the  Senators’  amend¬ 
ment  provides  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  shall  make  the  investiga¬ 
tion — 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  investigation 
shall  be  made  by  the  fact  finders. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Whereas  under  the 
conference  agreement  it  remains  as  it  is. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  is  with  the  Tar¬ 
iff  Commission.  They  are  the  fact 
finders. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  The  essential 
difference  from  that  point  between  the 
Senators’  amendment  and  what  the  con¬ 
ference  report  proposes  is  that  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  makes  a  finding, 
the  President  may  exercise  a  certain 
right  given  to  him  under  section  22. 
Whereas  under  our  compromise  agree¬ 
ment  the  President  shall  by  proclama¬ 
tion  impose  such  fees  and  so  forth  as 
are  provided  under  the  law. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  After  the  finding 
by  the  Tariff  Commission. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  my  point. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  after  the  find¬ 
ing  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  President  may  invoke  section  22. 
The  point  I  am  urging  upon  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  is  that  under  the  Sena¬ 
tors’  amendment  the  President  may  do 
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a  thing,  but  under  the  conference  report 
provision  he  shall  do  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  would  be  the 
case  if  the  Tariff  Commission  agreed. 

The  point  I  wish  to  make  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  is  this:  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  has  had  any  experience  with 
trying  to  invoke  the  provisions  of  section 
22,  which  was  nullified,  insofar  as 
efforts  of  the  State  Department  to  make 
agreements  are  concerned.  However, 
even  if  we  tried  to  invoke  section  22  or 
the  procedure  suggested  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  I  guarantee  that  that  pro¬ 
cedure  would  take  no  less  than  12 
months.  By  that  time  the  perishable 
crops  would  be  off  the  market  and  an¬ 
other  crop  would  be  coming  on.  The 
procedure  in  the  Tariff  Commission  is 
very  cumbersome  and  slow.  The  Com¬ 
mission  holds  hearings,  but  that  proce¬ 
dure  takes  a  very  long  time. 

Under  our  amendment  action  can  be 
taken  very  quickly. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  that  under  the  amendment  action 
could  be  taken  without  having  investi¬ 
gations? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  will  be  the  fact  finder,  under 
our  amendment. 

Ml’.  ELLENDER.  But  would  he  not  be 
obliged  to  go  into  all  the  facts  to  the 
same  extent? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes;  but  he  could 
do  that  easily,  because  under  the  price- 
support  program  he  is  the  administrator, 
ind  from  week  to  week  he  knows  what 
the  facts  are. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Would  it  not  be 
necessary  for  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  have  a  large  corps  of  employees 
to  make  the  investigations? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Oh,  no.  I  can  go 
to  the  telephone  in  the  cloakroom  now 
and  telephone  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  in  1  hour  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  will  give  me  an  answer  as 
to  how  many  potatoes,  for  instance,  are 
coming  in  and  how  they  will  affect  the 
crop  the  Department  estimates  for  this 
year;  or  in  equally  quick  time  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  can  give  me  the 
corresponding  information  in  regard  to 
citrus  fruits  or  other  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.  The  Department  has  all  the 
information  at  its  fingertips. 

However,  the  procedure  by  means  of 
the  Tariff  Commission  is  cumbersome. 
The  Tariff  Commission  is  not  at  all  con-  ^ 
scious  of  the  price-support  situation.  ' 
That  procedure  will  take  months,  and 
that  is  what  we  are  complaining  about. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  the  Senator  show 
me  what  provision  of  his  amendment 
would  change  the  procedure  as  to  the'  ' 
fact  finding,  except  that  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  it  is  to  be  done  by  the  Tariff, 
Commission,  and  under  the  Senator’s 
amendment  it  would  be  done  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  say  that  either 
one  will  have  to  go  through  the  same 
procedure  in  order  to  arrive  at  an  under¬ 
standing  of  the  over-all  situation. 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  would  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  act  otherwise? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  They  do  not  have 
to  obtain  anything  except  a  picture  of  the 
Government’s  price-support  situation. 
That  has  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  im¬ 
ports  or  with  trade  treaties.  If  the  other 
part  of  my  amendment  carries,  the  law 
then  will  be  that  if  the  State  Department 
makes  trade  treaties,  it  must  make  sure 
that  they  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
section  22,  which  was  nullified  by  the 
Eightieth  Congress  by  the  adoption  of 
subsection  (f). 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  the  language  of  his  amendment 
which,  I  may  say,  is  no  different  from 
the  language  of  the  present  law. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  wish  the  Senator 
would  consider  the  over-all  situation  in 
this  respect.  He  agrees  with  me,  I  am 
sure,  that  there  are  two  parts  of  my 
amendment.  One  part  deals  with  the 
making  of  international  trade  agree¬ 
ments.  The  other  part  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  deals,  with  the  procedure  to  be 
followed  if  the  amendment  is  invoked. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  law  would 
not  be  changed  in  any  respect  by  the 
amendment:  under  the  amendment,  the 
law  would  be  identical  with  the  law  as 
of  the  present  time.  The  only  change 
the  Senator’s  amendment  would  make 
would  be  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  make  the  finding,  instead 
of  having  the  Tariff  Commission.  That 
is  the  only  difference.  The  procedure  in 
regard  to  obtaining  the  results  would  be 
the  same.  If  that  is  not  so,  I  wish  the 
distinguished  Senator  would  explain  to 
me  the  difference  between  the  present 
law  and  his  amendment.  The  language 
of  each  is  the  same  throughout. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Except  that  we 
would  reenact  the  language  of  section 
22,  which  was  practically  nullified  by  the 
language  of  subsection  (f),  because  sub¬ 
section  (f),  which  was  adopted  by  the 
Eightieth  Congress - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
talking  about  procedure,  not  about  sub¬ 
section  (f). 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  the  pro¬ 
cedure  would  be  the  fix’st  point  to  be 
considered;  and  under  the  procedure, 
the  matter  would  go  first  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  and  then  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  then  to  the  Tariff  Commission ; 
and  the  Tariff  Commission  would  make 
a  report  to  the  President;  and  then  the 
President  could  act  if  he  wished  to  do  so. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  other  words,  that 
Is  the  procedure  which  would  be  in  force 
under  the  Senator’s  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No;  that  procedure 
would  be  in  effect  under  any  amendment, 
because  the  President  can  evaluate  the 
report  of  the  Tariff  Comnlissibhln  any 
way  that  he  wishes.  'We  cannot  force 
the  President  to  act.  We  may  say  that 
he  shall  act,  but  he  does  not  have  to  act. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  had  in  mind  the 
findings.  Under  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment,  after  the  findings  are  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  President 
may  act.  However,  under  the  findings 
made  by  the  Tariff  Commission,  the 
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President,  must  act,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  would  depend 
upon  what  language  the  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  used  in  its  report  to  the  President. 
I  do  not  think  the  President  need  act 
under  either  provision;  but  by  means  of 
our  amendment  we  would  simplify  the 
procedure. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  conferees 
were  not  willing  to  simplify  the  language 
and  the  procedure.  'What  was  the  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  were  trying - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Of  course  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  position  of  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees.  but  my  question  is  in  regard  to 
the  House  conferees. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees  took  the  position  that  inasmuch 
as  the  Tariff  Commission  was  more  or 
less  of  a  bipartisan  body  and  was  in  a 
position  to  study  the  over-all  picture.  It 
would  be  better  to  leave  the  procedure  as 
it  is,  rather  than  to  place  the  responsi¬ 
bility  on  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  'Very  well.  'What 
was  the  objection  to  changing  the  lan¬ 
guage  from  subsection  (f),  which  gives 
the  State  Department  unlimited  power 
to  make  agreements  in  contravention  of 
a  price-support  program,  as  against  the 
language  of  our  amendment,  which  the 
Senate  adopted,  under  which  no  inter¬ 
national  agreement  shall  hereafter  be 
entered  into  or  renewed,  and  so  forth, 
in  contravention  of  this  section. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees  felt  that  if  the  language  thus  pro¬ 
posed  remained  in  the  bill,  it  would  do 
violence  to  our  trade-agreement  pro¬ 
gram.  That  is  what  they  said. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  was  the  po¬ 
sition  of  the  State  Department,  was  It 
not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  that  was  the 
position  of  the  House  conferees.  That  is 
what  I  am  talking  about. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Well,  that  is  the 
State  Department’s  position. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  However,  the  con¬ 
ferees  finally  agreed  to  a  report  which 
would  make  it  impossible,  as  it  were,  for 
the  President  to  enter  into  any  future 
trade  agreements  unless  article  XI  and 
XIX  of  GATT  were  taken  into  consid¬ 
eration.  In  other  words,  the  President 
today  cannot  bypass  those  provisions  of 
GATT  in  future  agreements. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  understand  that 
However,  title  11  is  not  sufficient. 

I  do  not  want  the  President  or  the 
Secretary  of  State  or  the  trade  negotia¬ 
tors  to  bypass  the  avowed  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress,  as  set  forth  in  section  22,  that  im¬ 
ports  shall  not  be  allowed  under  trade 
agreements,  if  such  imports  will  injure 
the  price-support  program. 

In  other  words,  the  conferees  shifted 
over  to  GATT.  Article  11  is  rather  fiex- 
ible;  and  the  representatives  can  go  to 
England  this  fall  and  can  do  a  great 
many  things.  That  is  my  point. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  that  perhaps 
there  is  some  argument  as  to  the  merits 
of  the  procedure.  I  was  simply  trying  to 
streamline  the  procedure,  and  I  was  ti-y- 
ing  to  make'  It  easier  to  he  used,  so  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  could 
act  quickly. 
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In  other  words,  if  action  were  taken  to 
begin  to  engage  in  dumping  operations 
under  the  Canadian  trade  agreement,  in 
the  case  of  deciduous  fruit,  by  the  time 
the  Tariff  Commission  was  appealed  to 
and  by  the  time  the  Tariff  Commission 
went  all  through  its  procedure,  the  situ¬ 
ation  complained  of  would  have  ceased 
to  exist;  it  would  be  over.  The  crop 
would  have  been  marketed;  or,  if  the 
Government  was  supporting  the  price, 
the  Government  would  have  to  dig  down 
into  its  pockets  and  pay  more  money. 

This  amendment  provides  procedure 
by  which  action  can  be  taken  quickly; 
but  under  the  amendment  the  final  de¬ 
cision  still  will  rest  in  the  President  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  there  has  been  some 
discussion  as  to  the  meaning  and  effect 
of  the  present  subsection  (f)  and  as  to 
what  the  conferees  did. 

Let  us  consider  the  present  language. 
When  we  say  that  this  section  shall  not 
be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any  in¬ 
ternational  agreement,  we  are  simply 
saying,  in  effect,  what  has  been  done  all 
these  years,  namely,  that  no  part  of  sec¬ 
tion  22  may  be  enforced  if  such  action 
conflicts  with  general  agreements  on 
tariffs  and  trade,  as  negotiated  by  the 
State  Department. 

To  put  the  matter  in  another  way, 
subsection  (f ) ,  as  adopted  by  the  Eight¬ 
ieth  Congress,  subordinates  section  22 
to  existing  and  subsequent  agreements. 

By  means  of  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  we  seek  to  preserve  the  in¬ 
tegrity  and  intent  of  section  22,  by  say¬ 
ing  to  the  State  Department,  “Here  is 
exactly  what  we  do :  We  say  you  cannot 
enter  into  any  new  trade  agreements  or 
you  cannot  extend  existing  agreement 
when  they  terminate,  2  or  3  years  hence, 
if  such  action  will  be  in  contravention 
of  section  22.”  Congress  adopted  section 
22.  Congress  did  not  adopt  article  11, 
and  it  should  have  no  pai’t  in  the  agri¬ 
cultural  program. 

To  put  it  another  way,  subsection  (f) 
as  adopted  by  the  Eightieth  Congress 
subordinates  section  22  to  existing  and 
subsequent  agreements. 

In  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
we  seek  to  preserve  the  integrity  and  in¬ 
tent  of  section  22  by  saying  to  the  State 
Department,  “You  cannot  enter  into  any 
new  trade  agreements,  or  extend  exist¬ 
ing  agreements,  when  they  terminate  2 
or  3  years  hence,  in  contravention  of 
section  22.”  We  are  saying,  “unless,  and 
until  section  22  is  written  off  the  books, 
you  must  observe  it  in  writing  trade 
agreements.” 

"Why  should  the  State  Department  ob¬ 
ject  to  that?  Does  it  want  to  proceed 
further  and  make  trade  agreements  in 
contravention  of  the  laws  of  Congress? 
The  Department  representatives  came 
here  to  try  to  convince  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  that  that  should  be  done.  The 
Senate  committee  did  not  agree  with 
them.  But  apparently,  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  think  it  is  all  right  for  the  De¬ 
partment  to  make  international  trade 
agreements  in  contravention  of  the  laws 
of  Congress,  and  that  they  should  be 
given  that  authority.  I  think  it  is  time 
we  put  this  check  upon  it,  particularly 


in  those  instances  where  the  taxpayer  is 
paying  for  the  agricultural  support  pro¬ 
gram. 

This  then,  was  the  intent  of  subsection 
(f)  of  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
as  contrasted  with  present  language. 

The  amendment  was  adopted  unani¬ 
mously  by  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  as  section  3  of  H.  R.  6567.  Not  a 
single  voice  was  raised  against  it  here  on 
the  Senate  floor.  Last  year  it  was 
adopted  by  a  vote  of  44  to  28  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Anderson  bill.  Last 
year  the  Senate  conferees  on  the  Ander¬ 
son  farm  bill  deferred  to  the  House  con¬ 
ferees,  and  the  amendment  was  lost. 

I  pointed  out  previously  that  in  the 
colloquy  which  took  place  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  recently  no  one  seemed  to 
understand  what  was  being  sought  to  be 
done.  The  State  Depaitment  seems  to 
have  confused  everyone  about  it. 

This  year  the  amendment  was  taken 
to  conference  and  what  happens?  The 
conferees  agreed  to  so-called  compro¬ 
mise  language,  which  compromises  the 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment  out  of  the 
bill  entirely. 

The  language  of  subsection  F,  agreed 
to  by  the  conference,  is  worse  than  no 
language  at  all — is  worse  than  the  lan¬ 
guage  we  seek  to  eliminate.  In  about 
three  times  as  many  words  the  compro¬ 
mise  section  again  nullifies  section  22 
•and  again  subordinates  it  to  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade. 

Furthermore  it  is  highly  significant 
that  the  language  agreed  to  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  is  precisely  the  language  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  in  March,  by  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  will 
bear  with  me  while  I  repeat  that  state¬ 
ment.  It  is  highly  significant  that  the 
language  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  is 
precisely  the  language  recommended  to 
the  Senate  Agricultural  Committee,  in 
March,  by  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  That  was  by  and  with  the  consent 
and  approval  also  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance,  as  well  as  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  the  Senate  approved  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  All  those  interested 
in  the  subject  had  their  representatives 
present,  and  an  effort  was  made  to  use 
language  which  would  be  acceptable  to 
all  concerned. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  What  I  am  trying 
to  point  out — and  it  is  somewhat  more 
than  significant — is  that  the  opposition 
to  this  came  constantly  from  the  State 
Department,  which  wants  authority  to 
make  trade  agreements  in  contravention 
of  the  laws  and  of  the  intent  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  If  it  is  desired  to  give  the  State 
Department  that  authority,  let  us  repeal 
section  22  to  allow  the, Department  to 
proceed  to  make  agreements  to  permit 
the  importation  of  agricultural  products, 
and  forget  about  section  22. 

I  say  it  is  somewhat  significant  that 
the  language  agreed  to  by  the  conferees 


is  precisely  the  language  recommended 
to  the  Senate  Agricultural  Committee, 
in  March,  by  the  State  Department. 

Reference  to  this  fact  is  on  page  6  of 
the  Committee  report  on  H.  R.  6567.  Let 
me  read  the  most  pertinent  paragraph. 
I  am  reading  now  from  page  6  of  the 
committee  report  dated  March  30 ; 

In  accordance  with  this  understanding 
representatives  of  the  State  Department  met 
on  March  27  with  staff  members  of  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  and  an  attor¬ 
ney  from  the  office  of  the  Senate  legislative 
counsel.  The  following  amendment  to  the 
language  of  the  pending  bill  has  been  sug¬ 
gested  as  a  result  of  this  meeting  which  your 
subcommittee  submits  to  the  full  commit¬ 
tee  without  recommendation. 

There  follows  then,  the  full  and  exact 
text  of  subsection  (f)  adopted  by  the 
conferees. 

When  the  question  of  adopting  this 
proposal  came  before  the  full  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee,  it  was  rejected 
unanimously — the  Magnuson-Morse  lan¬ 
guage  was  adopted  unanimously. 

The  Senate  is  asked  now  to  agree  to  a 
proposition  which  its  own  committee  has 
already  considered  and  discarded. 

Let  me  read  the  conference  language, 
omitting  some  of  the  excess  verbiage,  so 
its  full  import  may  be  more  readily  un¬ 
derstood  : 

No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall 
be  enforced  in  contravention  of  any  treaty 
or  International  agreement  to  which  the 
United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a 
party — 

Up  to  this  point  the  language  is 
exactly  the  same  as  subsection  (f) 
adopted  by  the  Eightieth  Congress.  It 
continues: 

but  no  international  agreement  or  amend¬ 
ment  to  an  existing  international  agreement 
shall  hereafter  be  entered  into  which  does 
not  permit  the  enforcement  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  •  •  •  to  the  full  extent  that  the 

General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade,  •  *  •  permit  such  enforcement. 

Now  what  does  that  language  mean? 
If  I  understand  English  correctly  ,  it 
means  that  any  action  taken  under  sec¬ 
tion  22  against  imports  must  be  in  con¬ 
formity  with  action  permitted  under  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade. 
The  language'  of  the  conferees  simply 
means  that  the  President  can  take  no 
action  under  section  22  in  contravention 
of  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade. 

In  one  sense,  adoption  of  this  confer¬ 
ence  report  will  constitute  ratification 
of  article  II  of  the  General  Agreement  on 
Tariffs  and  Trade.  From  this  point  of 
view,  the  language  of  the  conferees  is 
even  more  objectionable  than  subsection 
(f)  as  it  now  stands. 

Boiled  down  to  its  essence,  the  lan¬ 
guage  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  sub¬ 
ordinates  section  22  to  existing  and  fu¬ 
ture  agreements. 

If  we  adopt  this  language  we  will  be 
saying  to  the  State  Department,  “We 
forgive  you  all  past  transgressions  upon 
section  22.  We  authorize  you  to  go  your 
way  and  sin  some  more — as  long  as  your 
future  transgressions  make  no  greater 
inroads  on  section  22  than  those  of  the 
past.” 
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I  return  to  the  thesis  I  have  expounded 
on  this  floor  for  the  last  2  years — either 
make  section  22  an  effective  tool  or  take 
it  off  the  statute  books.  Either  give  the 
President  workable  authority  to  deal 
with  imports  that  destroy  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  a  domestic  farm  program,  or  re¬ 
peal  the  program  itself.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  the  American  people  will  not  long 
consent  to  a  course  of  action  which  re¬ 
quires  them  to  support  both  domestic 
and  world  prices. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  this  report, 
thereby  indicating  to  our  conferees,  that 
the  Senate  wishes  them  to  insist  upon 
its  amendment. 

I  remind  the  Senators  again  that  a 
vote  to  reject  the  conference  report  can¬ 
not  be  interpreted  by  anyone,  by  any 
stretch  of  the  imagination — as  a  vote 
against  the  $2,000,000,000  increase  in  the 
borrowing  authority  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  A  vote  to  reject  the 
conference  report  is  a  method  of  serving 
notice  upon  those  who  have  responsi¬ 
bility  for  trade-agreement  programs, 
that  they  cannot  by  executive  action 
nullify  the  law  of  the  land.  I  repeat, 
that  by  rejecting  the'  conference  report 
we  shall  in  no  way  be  jeopardizing  the 
extension  of  the  borrowing  power  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The 
langugage  on  that  subject  is  the  same  in 
both  the  House  and  Senate  versions,  and 
is  not  in  dispute.  I  have  talked  to  ofB- 
cials  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  and  I  have  asked  them  frankly, 
“■Would  a  delay  in  this  matter  affect  the 
operations  of  the  CCC?”  The  answer 
was  that  it  would  not,  that  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  the  money,  anyway.  We  do  not 
need  to  rush  this  matter,  which  is  one 
of  extreme  importance. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Will  the  Senator  tell 
us  from  whom,  representing  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  he  obtained 
that  information?  I  have  received  in¬ 
formation  to  the  contrary. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
refer  to  information  to  the  effect  that  it 
would  stop  the  operations  of  the  CCC? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  no — that  the 
CCC  did  not  need  it  immediately,  that  it 
could  wait,  and  wait,  and  wait.  To  whom 
did  the  Senator  talk? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  talked  to  the  sec¬ 
retary.  I  said,  “Would  this  affect  your 
operations,  if  it  went  on?”  I  was  under 
the  impression  that  if  the  CCC  did  not 
get  this  by  June  30,  it  might  make  some 
difference.  But  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  can  continue  for  the  next  2 
or  3  weeks  without  any  trouble  whatever. 
That  is  my  information.  If  the  Senator 
has  information  to  the  contrary,  I  do  not 
know  of  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  agree  with  what 
the  Senator  has  said.  There  is  no  riish 
about  the  enactment  of  this  proposed 
legislation.  The  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  has  adequate  funds  with  which 
to  carry  on  its  duties  at  this  particular 
time. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  has  a  little  money 
on  hand,  but  it  cannot  announce  its  pro¬ 
gram  on  basic  crops  for  1950.  What  I  am 
saying  is  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  must  in  the  near  future  an¬ 
nounce  a  program  as  to  what  it  will  do  in 
the  future  with  reference  to  crops  now 
growing.  That  is  why  it  is  necessary  to 
have  $2,000,000,000  available  at  an  early 
date. 

Mr.  'WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  disagree  complete¬ 
ly  with  what  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  said.  There  is  nothing  in  the  law 
which  would  prohibit  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporatoon  from  announcing  its 
program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  can  it  be  done 
unless  money  is  available? 

Mr.  'WILLIAMS.  The  money  is  avail¬ 
able. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Suppose  the  Senate 
should  not  permit  an  addition  of  $2,000,- 
000,000  in  borrowing  power? 

Mj\  WILLIAMS.  The  corporation  has 
one  and  a  quarter  billion  dollars  of  bor¬ 
rowing  authority  which  has  not  been 
used.  That  is  a  great  deal  of  money. 
Besides,  the  books  of  the  corporation 
have  not  been  brought  down  for  2  years, 
and  we  do  not  have  the  slightest  factual 
idea  as  to  how  much  money  it  has  avail¬ 
able — 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  want  to 
take  up  the  time  of  the  Senate  in  going 
into  details.  The  Senate  had  before  it 
all  the  facts,  presented  by  my  disting¬ 
uished  friend  from  Delaware,  and  $2,- 
000,090,000  was  authorized.  That  is  all 
I  have  to  say. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  In  any  event,  Mr. 
President,  the  matter  of  a  few  days  is 
not  going  to  make  any  difference  in  the 
operations.  The  Corporation  can  an¬ 
nounce  its  program. 

I  should  like  to  add  before  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Wherry]  that  I  am  a  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  Trade  Agreements  Act,  and 
I  know  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
also  a  supporter  of  it;  but  if  the  State 
Department  continues  in  the  way  it  has 
been  going,  particularly  with  reference 
to  industries  in  certain  geographical 
areas,  and  if  it  continues  to  make  agree¬ 
ments  containing  no  escape  clause,  and 
allowing  agricultural  imports  to  come 
into  this  country,  wrecking  our  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  we  shall  And  that  the  whole  recip¬ 
rocal  trade  program  will  be  wrecked. 

I  think  the  amendment  protects  the 
State  Department  from  its  own  evils; 
it  protects  it  in  spite  of  itself.  Next 
year,  when  the  Trade  Agreements  Act 
comes  up  for  extension.  Congress  may 
refuse  to  continue  it  if  the  State  De¬ 
partment  continues  such  tactics  as  it 
has  been  employing.  It  is  high  time  for 
the  Department  to  know  that  if  its  devo¬ 
tion  to  reciprocal  trade  agreements  is 
what  it  says  it  is,  it  had  better  make  some 
concessions,  because  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  will  not  stand  for  such  tactics 
much  longer. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  wish  to  finish  my 
statement,  and  then  I  shall  yield  the 
floor. 

We  may  have  to  go  back  to  protective 
tariffs,  and  I  heartily  disapprove  of  pro¬ 
tective  tariffs.  I  think  that  would  be 
the  most  disastrous  thing  that  could 
happen  to  this  country.  That  would  be 
the  quickest  way  to  world  war  III.  I 
think  that  even  some  Republicans  would 
agree  to  that. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  In  just  a  moment. 

Mr.  President,  every  farm  organiza¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States  is  in  favor  of 
this  amendment.  I  do  not  want  to  clut¬ 
ter  the  Record  with  their  statements, 
but  two  typical  ones  are  from  the  Na¬ 
tional  Council  of  Farm  Cooperatives  and 
the  National  Grange.  There  are  many 
others. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  do  not  know  of 
anyone  who  opposes  this  amendment, 
with  the  exception  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment.  Every  farmer,  taxpayer,  and 
American  citizen,  who  understands  it, 
is  in  favor  of  it. 

In  closing  I  read  two  telegrams  I  re¬ 
ceived  this  morning  from  two  great  farm 
organizations; 

National  Council  of  Farmer  Cooperatives 
strongly  urges  your  support  of  original  text 
Magnuson  amendment  to  CCC  bill  when  it 
reaches  Senate  floor.  We  believe  language 
suggested  by  conferees  is  not  adequate  to 
give  United  States  farmers  protection  they 
urgently  need  against  injurious  imports. 
National  Council  of  Farmer  Cooperatives, 
John  J.  Riggle,  Assistant  Secretary. 

The  National  Grange  appreciates  and 
hopes  you  will  continue  to  insist  on  the 
Magnuson  amendment  in  the  CCC  bill.  We 
feel  it  is  vital  to  any  program  of  price  sup¬ 
ports. 

The  National  Grange, 
Albert  S.  Goss,  Master, 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  as  much  time  to 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Wherry]  as  he  may  wish. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  has  10  min¬ 
utes  time  remaining. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  con¬ 
tinuing  the  observations  made  along  the 
same  lines,  which  have  been  so  force¬ 
fully  presented  by  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Nebraska,  last  Febru¬ 
ary,  sought  to  have  adopted  by  the 
Senate  an  amendment  to  restrict  the 
importation  of  Irish  potatoes  when  the 
supply  of  potatoes  in  this  country  is  in 
excess  of  the  goal  of  production  or  na¬ 
tional  production  allotment  as  set  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

When  my  amendment  was  before  the 
Senate  there  were  cries  that  it  would 
upset  the  broad  over-all  pohcies  of  the 
Department  of  State,  just  as  has  been 
so  dramatically  set  forth  by  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Again  we  are  confronted  by  language 
in  the  pending  conference  report,  the 
ultimate  effect  of  which  will  be  to  subor¬ 
dinate  recommendations  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  the  global  plan¬ 
ning  of  the  Department  of  State,  and 
its  goal  to  fill  every  dollar  gap  around 
the  free  world,  real  or  fancied. 
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That  is  why  the  farm  organizations 
are  opposed  to  the  conference  report. 
They  want  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  which  is  a  fact-finding  agency  of 
government,  to  be  the  Department  to 
determine  whether  there  is  an  impact 
upon  the  agricultural  production  of  the 
United  States.  Why  leave  it  to  a  politi¬ 
cal  agency,  the  Department  of  State,  to 
make  the  determination  while  it  writes 
its  agreements  with  foreign  countries? 

The  rights  and  interests  of  our  farm¬ 
ers  should  be  fostered  by  the  agency  of 
the  Government  created  for  that  pur¬ 
pose,  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
not  be  left  to  the  political  global  plan¬ 
ning  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Again  the  junior  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  arises  in  support  of  tariff  pro¬ 
tection  for  American  industry,  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  labor. 

The  Senate-House  conference  report, 
now  before  the  Senate,  deals  with  the 
tariff  on  agricultural  commodities,  and 
procedures  for  protecting  United  States 
producers  of  agricultural  commodities 
against  loss  of  their  American  markets, 
the  domestic  markets,  to  importations 
from  other  countries. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
hopeful  that,  before  the  present  session 
of  the  Congress  adjourns,  there  will  be 
passed  a  broad,  general  amendment  to 
the  Trade  Agreements  Act,  to  provide 
protection  for  all  American  producers, 
all  industries,  and  all  agriculture,  against 
further  reductions  in  tariff  schedules  be¬ 
low  peril  points  for  our  own  producers. 

A  start  toward  this  wholesome,  neces¬ 
sary  action  can  be  taken  by  the  Sena^te 
on  the  pending  conference  report  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  tariffs  on  agricultural  com¬ 
modities. 

The  evidence  in  support  of  this  action 
is  abundant  and  conclusive. 

The  forthright,  sensible,  sound  action 
taken  by  the  Senate  in  adopting  the 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment  to  House 
bill  6567,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  bill,  has  been  revised  in  confer¬ 
ence. 

As  it  stands  before  the  Senate,  it  would 
provide  so  much  red  tape  and  duplication 
of  investigation  and  finding  of  facts, 
that  it  would  be  next  to  worthless.  The 
relief  against  ruinous  imports,  to  which 
the  farmers  of  the  United  States  are  so 
justly  entitled,  would  be  long  deferred 
if  it  should  ever  come. 

The  Senate  amendment,  which  the 
conferees  revised  into  a  merry-go-round 
of  investigations,  was  adopted  unani¬ 
mously  by  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  subsequently  adopted  by  the 
Senate. 

Last  year,  in  a  3 -day  floor  debate,  in 
which  all  the  issues  were  thoroughly  dis¬ 
cussed  in  this  body,  the  amendment  was 
adopted,  44  to  28. 

This  section,  as  it  went  to  conference 
with  the  House,  provided  for  simple,  di¬ 
rect,  effective  procedure,  under  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  make 
the  finding  of  fact,  if  imports  or  threat¬ 
ened  imports  of  a  given  commodity  seri¬ 
ously  affected  or  threatened  to  affect 
American  farmers  and  processors. 

Then  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was 
to  submit  his  finding  to  the  President. 


The  President  v/ould  still  have  discre¬ 
tionary  authority  given  to  him  in  the 
Trade  Agreements  Act,  to  put  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  into  effect  in  foreign-trade  agree¬ 
ments,  or  he  could  reject  them. 

But  the  voice  of  agriculture  would  be 
heard  through  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  And  there  is  no  better  agency  for 
passing  upon  purely  agricultural  tariff 
matters  than  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  All  of  the  organizations  of 
farmers  are  supporting  this  procedure. 

Many  letters  have  already  been  intro¬ 
duced  into  the  Record,  and  no  doubt 
more  will  be  introduced,  confirming  that 
observation.  They  know  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  knows  more 
about  the  facts  and  the  impact  of  the 
wholesale  importations  of  agricultural 
products  into  this  country  than  does  any 
other  governmental  agency,  especially 
the  Department  of  State. 

The  conference  report  now  before  the 
Senate  would  retain  initiative  for  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  in  posting 
warning  signs  against  tariff  slashes  on 
agricultural  commodities,  but  have  them 
referred  to  the  United  State?  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  for  further  investigation,  fur¬ 
ther  study,  more  hearings,  and  more 
reports. 

Section  22,  as  adopted  by  the  Senate, 
provided  clear,  unmistakable  language 
regarding  treaty  obligations.  For  obvi¬ 
ous  reasons  it  is  not  desirable  to  revise 
tariff,  schedules,  in  contravention  of 
existing  treaties.  To  do  that  would  be  an 
act  of  bad  faith.  The  amendment  as 
originally  adopted  by  the  Senate  covered 
the  situation  in  this  language; 

No  international  agreement  hereafter  shall 
be  entered  into  by  the  United  States  or  re¬ 
newed,  extended,  or  allowed  to  extend  be¬ 
yond  its  permissible  termination  date  in 
contravention  of  this  section. 

That  was  forcefully  pointed  out  a  few 
moments  ago  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Washington. 

When  the  Senate  adopted  the  Mag¬ 
nuson-Morse  amendment,  its  purpose 
was  to  establish  a  procedure  by  which 
tariff  protection  could  and  would  be 
provided  for  the  American  farmers,  and 
to  accomplish  that  purpose  in  the  most 
direct  and  effective  way  possible.  The 
conferees  have  Injected  into  this  clear, 
straightforward  amendment  detours,  if’s 
and’s,  and  but’s. 

Mr.  President,  today’s  news — the  hos¬ 
tilities  in  Korea  and  fast-moving  events 
around  the  globe — which  disturbs  the 
yearning  of  our  people  for  lasting  peace, 
should  remind  all  of  us  of  the  paramount 
importance  of  keeping  the  United  States 
strong — strong  financially,  strong  eco¬ 
nomically,  and  strong  spiritually.  Much 
as  we  all  desire  to  help  other  countries  to 
get  on  their  feet,  so  they  can  resist  com¬ 
munism,  we  must  be  prudent  about  it 
and  not  sap  the  strength  of  the  United 
States  by  opening  the  floodgates  for  im¬ 
portations  of  agricultural  commodities. 
Every  economist  will  tell  us  that  agricul¬ 
ture  is  the  foundation  for  national  pros¬ 
perity.  Sixty-five  percent  of  our  wealth 
comes  out  of  the  soil. 

There  is  abundant  evidence  that  our 
farmers  are  beginning  to  feel  the  impact 


of  imports.  Canned  meats,  fresh  and 
frozen  beef,  fresh  eggs,  dried  eggs,  pota¬ 
toes,  tree  nuts,  and  other  commodities, 
even  including  corn  and  wheat,  are  com¬ 
ing  in  to  compete  with  our  own  Ameri¬ 
can  producers.  Certainly  there  is  no 
sound  thinking  in  permitting  importa¬ 
tion  of  commodities  which  are  in  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corpoi'ation’s  price- 
support  operations.  I  ask  the  question: 
Is  there?  The  end  result  of  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  have  the  Government — all  the 
taxpayers — maintain  price  supports  for 
importers  to  take  advantage  of.  For  the 
producers  of  commodities  which  are  not 
in  the  price-support  program  to  face  the 
loss  of  their  domestic  markets  to  foreign 
producers,  is  to  advocate,  if  you  please, 
“Buy  foreign,”  instead  of  “Buy  Ameri¬ 
can.” 

Mr.  President,  what  is  the  use  or  pur¬ 
pose  of  extending  the  borrowing  power 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
which  is  the  primary  purpose  of  this  leg¬ 
islation,  if  at  the  same  time  we  permit 
unrestricted  imports  of  products  in  di¬ 
rect  competition  with  supported  domes¬ 
tic  production?  Without  such  protec¬ 
tion,  we  shall  continue  to  take  it  out  of 
the  American  taxpayers’  hide,  coming 
and  going.  For  that  matter,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  what  is  the  use  of  maintaining  high 
wage  levels  in  this  country,  and  other 
high  standards  of  living,  if  we  are  to  let 
those  standards  be  imperiled  by  imports 
produced  by  slave  labor,  and  under  con¬ 
ditions  with  which  the  American  farmer 
and  the  American  producer  cannot 
compete? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Farland  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  expired. 
All  time  of  the  opponents  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  W'ould  be 
kind  enough  to  grant  me  3  minutes 
in  order  that  I  may  conclude  my  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Either  our  own  agri¬ 
culture  program  must  receive  first  at¬ 
tention,  or  foreign  agriculture  programs 
will  be  given  priority.  I  wish  every  Sen¬ 
ator  would  remember  that  fact,  not  only 
now,  but  especially  in  the  future,  when 
it  is  proposed  to  extend  trade  agree¬ 
ments.  In  the  future,  trade  agreements 
should  not  be  made  with  a  view  to  ex¬ 
panding  foreign  agriculture  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  our  farmers  and  our  American 
economy. 

These  questions  are  now  before  the 
Senate  to  decide.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Nebraska  is  supporting  the  Mag¬ 
nuson-Morse  amendment  because  it 
offers  an  approach  to  protection  for 
American  farmers  against  ruinous  for¬ 
eign  competition.  It  is  to  be  assumed 
that  the  President,  confronted  by  evi¬ 
dence  submitted  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  will  recognize  its  validity 
in  the  interests  of  the  United  States.  It 
has  been  suggested  that  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  obtained  the  best  in  conference 
that  was  possible.  This  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  does  not  question, 
for  he  believes  the  Senate  conferees  were 
true  to  their  trust,  and  did  all  they  could 
to  have  the  Senate  provisions  adopted 
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in  conference.  But,  the  legislative  proc¬ 
ess  is  still  underway.  The  normal  course 
of  submitting  the  conference  report  to 
the  Senate  is  now  being  taken.  It  is 
quite  within  the  rights  of  the  Senate  to 
review  its  position,  and,  having  found 
that  its  original  action  is  more  practical 
and  feasible  than  the  compromise 
reached  in  conference,  the  Senate  has 
the  right  to  insist  upon  the  original  lan¬ 
guage.  The  junior  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  submits  that  by  rejecting  the 
conference  report,  and  insisting  upon 
the  language  so  overwhelmingly  adopted 
by  the  Senate,  the  hands  of  the  Senate 
conferees  will  be  strengthened  when 
they  go  back  to  conference  the  next  time. 
Fortified  by  Senate  reiteration  of  its 
position  in  support  of  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment,  the  Senate  conferees 
can  resume  meeting  with  the  conferees 
on  behalf  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  confident  of  success  in  persuading 
them  of  the  wisdom  of  the  Senate’s  posi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  for  all  the  reasons  I 
have  given  in  the  very  brief  time  avail¬ 
able  to  me,  I  urge  rejection  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  and,  if  it  succeeds,  in¬ 
sistence  upon  the  clear,  workable,  and 
effective  procedures  already  approved  by 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  once  more  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 
for  the  courtesy  he  has  extended  to  me. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  have  much  new  material  to  add  to 
what  I  have  already  presented  to  the" 
Senate,  but  I  should  like  to  emphasize  a 
few  of  the  points  which  I  made  last  Fri¬ 
day.  At  the  outset  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
conferees  met  on  two  obcasions,  and 
every  effort  was  made  by  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  to  have  the  Senave  version  of  the 
bill  adopted.  However,  we  were  met  with 
most  strenuous  opposition  on  the  part  of 
the  House  conferees.  The  House  confer¬ 
ees  were  positive  in  their  assertion  that  if 
the  so-calied  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted  in  its  present  form 
it  would  do  much  violence  to  our  future 
trade-agreements  program.  After  con¬ 
siderable  debate  in  conference  the  con¬ 
ferees  finally  agreed  to  report  what  is 
now  before  the  Senate.  I  may  say  that 
the  more  I  study  the  compromise  report 
the  better  I  like  it,  and  under  it,  we 
should  come  considerably  closer  to  set¬ 
tling  the  problems  which  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  by  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  and  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  than  if  we  per¬ 
mitted  the  law  to  remain  as  it  now 
stands.  As  I  pointed  out  Friday  we  are 
placing  mandatory  provisions  as  to  what 
should  be  done  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  the  President  in  carryirfg  out  our 
trade-agreements  program,  instead  of 
making  them  permissive. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Senator  made 
the  statement  that  the  House  conferees 
thought  the  amendment,  if  adopted, 
would  do  violence  to  the  trade  program. 
I  am  wondering  whether  the  Senator 
could  inform  the  Senate  in  what  specific 
respects  they  thought  violence  would  be 
done. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  be  done  by 
striking  the  present  subsection  (f)  from 
section  22.  As  the  Senator  well  under¬ 
stands,  the  President  need  not  take  into 
consideration  section  22  in  executing 
trade  f  greements  in  the  future. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  How  did  they  say 
specifically  it  would  do  violence?  I  can¬ 
not  see  how  it  would  do  violence. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  For  the  simple  rea¬ 
son  that  the  language  in  the  Senator’s 
proposal  is  so  broad  that  any  commodity 
with  respect  to  which  there  is  a  purchase 
agreement  a  loan,  or  any  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram — whether  or  not  that  commodity 
is  produced  in  excess  of  our  require¬ 
ments,  could  be  excluded  from  future 
trade  agreements,  that  is,  such  a  com¬ 
modity  could  be  made  the  subject  of  an 
investigation  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  whether  or  not  an  effective  pro¬ 
gram  to  curtail  production  or  limit  the 
marketing  thereof,  were  possible. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  know  the  Senator 
does  not  agree  with  that,  but,  as  he  has 
admitted,  there  must  be  a  program  in 
effect.  Where  we  differ  is  as  to  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  such  a  program  in  limiting 
production  or  curtailing  its  disposition 
through  marketing  agreements. 

As  I  started  to  say,  all  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  House,  as  well  as  all  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate — 
with  the  exception  of  one — signed  the 
conference  report.  The  exception  on 
the  Senate  side  was  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  who  did  not 
feel  that  he  could  sign  the  conference 
report  because  he  was  not  in  full  agree¬ 
ment  with  what  could  be  done  under  the 
new  proposal. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Let  ms  ask  the 
Senator  another  question.  Is  it  not  cor¬ 
rect  that  in  accepting  the  House  version, 
which  is  the  State  Department  version, 
the  Senate  conferees  accepted  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  they  had  unanimously  re¬ 
jected  in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry?  It  is  exactly  the 
same  language. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  will  not  say  it  was 
unanimously  rejected.  We  considered  it, 
but  the  Senate  committee  at  that  time 
thought  that  the  Magnuson  amendment, 
which  was  before  us,  was  couched  in  bet¬ 
ter  language  and  would  do  more  to 
accomplish  the  purpose  than  what  was 
proposed. 

Now  let  me  state  to  the  Senator,  as 
I  mentioned  last  Friday,  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  agreed  upon  is  effective 
with  respect  to  our  basic  crops,  or,  for 
that  matter,  any  crops  which  we  produce 
and  on  which  we  can  control  overproduc¬ 
tion  by  marketing  quotas  or  acreage 
allotments.  I  am  sure  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Washington  will  not  disagree 
with  that.  Under  his  own  amendment, 
before  it  could  be  effective  as  to  any  com¬ 
modity  it  would  be  necessary  that  some 
form  of  control  be  in  effect.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  admits  that. 

What  I  am  saying  is  that  with  respect 
to  the  conference  report,  that  is,  the  lan¬ 
guage  which  has  been  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate  and  the  House,  the  language  with 
respect  to  our  basic  crops,  and  any  crops 
on  which  marketing  quotas  can  be  im¬ 
posed,  or  which  can  be  controlled  by 


acreage  controls,  would  be  as  effective  as 
that  of  the  amendment  proposed  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Washington. 
The  only  difference,  as  he  pointed  out, 
would  be  with  respect  to  procedure. 

I  wish  to  point  out  to  the  Senate  that 
the  procedure  outlined  in  the.present  law 
is  not  changed  one  iota  from  the  pro¬ 
cedure  indicated  in  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington,  except 
that,  instead  of  the  President  initiatmgj 
any  action,  the  conference  agreement 
would  place  this  responsibility  on  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  would  re¬ 
port  to  the  President,  and  who  in  turn 
would  have  the  Tariff  Commission  inves¬ 
tigate  the  facts.  Under  the  Senator’s 
amendment,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  would  initiate  the  machinery,  and 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  itself 
would  then  hold  hearings  and  determine 
the  extent  to  which  certain  commodities 
are  coming  in,  and  are,  in  a  measure, 
doing  violence  to  or  affecting  adversely 
the  producers  of  similar  commodities  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  President,  after  the  findings  are 
made  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
in  the  case  of  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington,  the  President  may  by  proc¬ 
lamation  impose  such  fees,  “not  in  excess 
of  50  percent  ad  valorem  or  such  quan¬ 
titative  limitations  on  any  article  or 
articles  which  may  be  entered,”  and  so 
forth.  The  present  law  states  that  if  a 
finding  is  made,  and  if  that  finding  shows ' 
that  the  entry  of  any  commodity  into 
this  country  will  do  violence  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  similar  commodities  here,  the 
President  sh^ljmpose  such  ad  valorem 
fees.  The  conference  report  makes  it 
obligatory  on  him  to  do  it,  whereas  in 
the  case  of  the  Magnuson  amendment  he 
is  not  obligated  to  do  it.  That  is  why  I 
am  saying  to  the  Senate  that  the  more 
I  study  both  proposals,  the  greater  is  my 
conviction  that  a  more  effective  method 
can  be  worked  out  under  the  agreement 
reached  by  the  conferees  than  under  the 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment,  insofar  as 
our  basic  crops  are  concerned,  or  insofar 
as  concerns  any  other  crop  production 
of  which  the  Department  can  success¬ 
fully  curtail  by  means  of  acreage  con¬ 
trols  or  other  methods. 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat,  the  same  line 
of  commodities  which  could  be  affected 
under  the  pending  proposal  agreed  to 
in  conference  could  also  be  affected  under 
the  so-called  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment.  In  other  words,  there  is  abso¬ 
lutely  no  difference  in  what  can  be  done 
as  to  our  major  crops,  except  that  in  the 
method  of  attaining  the  goal  the  Magnu¬ 
son  amendment  treats  the  matter  differ/ 
ently.  That  is  the  only  difference,  as  I 
am  sure  the  Senator  from  Washington 
will  admit.  He  is  of  the  opinion  that 
because  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
can  initiate  the  procedure,  because  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  can  itself 
hold  hearings  and  make  the  findings,  it 
stands  in  a  better  position  to  have  things 
done  which  would  benefit  agriculture 
than  If  we  let  the  Tariff  Commission 
do  it. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  Senator  that 
the  Tariff  Commission,  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  knows,  is  a  bipartisan 
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commission,  composed  of  Republicans 
and  Democrats.  This  Commission  has 
to  do  with  our  trade  as  a  whole,  and  is 
not  relegated  merely  to  dealing  with 
agriculture,  or  with  the  production  of 
steel  or  any  other  commodity.  It  has 
experts  to  make  studies  of  all  the  pro¬ 
posals  brought  before  it,  in  the  light  of 
an  over-all  picture,  and  I  contend  that 
it  is  in  a  better  position  to  make  findings 
than  would  be  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  President,  a  question  arose  as  to 
the  position  of  the  farm  organizations 
throughout  the  country.  As  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  pointed  out,  there  are 
several  farm  organizations,  I  know, 
which  are  strongly  in  favor  of  the  so- 
called  Magnuson-Morse  amendment,  and 
do  not  agree  to  what  the  coriference  re¬ 
port  proposes.  For  instance,  a  letter 
from  the  National  Milk  Producers  Fed¬ 
eration  addressed  to  me  today  states: 

We  wish  to  Indicate  the  position  of  the 
National  Milk  Producers  Federation  con¬ 
cerning  that  part  of  the  conference  report 
on  H.  R.  6567  relating  to  section  22  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act. 

Mr.  President,  the  letter  expresses  a 
contrary  view  to  my  feelings  in  this  mat¬ 
ter  and  the  way  I  think  about  it.  I  want 
to  be  perfectly  fair  with  the  Senate,  how¬ 
ever,  in  presenting  the  views  of  those 
who  are  opposed  to  my  position  as  well 
as  those  who  are  in  favor  of  it.  This 
morning  I  had  my  secretary  telephone 
the  heads  of  various  farm  organizations 
in  Washington,  five  of  them,  and  I  am 
glad  to  say  that  all  responded  either  by 
telegram  or  by  letter.  The  letter  I  am 
reading,  from  the  National  Milk  Pro¬ 
ducers  Federation,  as  I  stated,  takes  a 
position  contrary  to  mine.  I  continue  to 
read : 

At  the  thirty-third  annual  meeting  in 
November  1949  the  federation  adopted  a 
resolution  with  respect  to  import  controls 
which  reads  in  part  as  follows: 

“We  recommend  as  permanent  legislation 
the  repeal  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  22 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  and  the 
enactment  of  legislation  to  provide  that  no 
International  agreement  shall  hereafter  be 
entered  into  by  the  United  States,  or  re¬ 
newed,  or  permitted  to  extend  beyond  its 
earliest  permissible  termination  date,  which 
would  be  in  contravention  of  said  section  22.” 

The  present  law,  because  of  subsection  (f) 
in  conjunction  with  the  General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  does  not  provide  ade¬ 
quate  protection  for  our  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams.  Recognition  of  this  fact  has  given 
rise  to  the  present  move  to  amend  section  22. 

The  conference  report  insofar  as  it  re¬ 
lates  to  section  22  does  not  accomplish  the 
desired  objective  nor  correct  the  present  un¬ 
satisfactory  condition.  The  legislation  there¬ 
in  recommended  would  merely  prevent  the 
United  States  from  entering  into  future 
trade  agreements  containing  provisions  more 
harmful  than  those  already  contained  in  the 
general  agreement. 

To  this  extent  the  proposed  legislation  may 
be  some  improvement  over  the  present  law, 
but  it  does  not  solve  the  basic  problem. 

As  has  been  stated  here,  insofar  as  the 
milk  producers  are  concerned,  the  pro¬ 
vision  proposed  by  the  conferees  is  not 
entirely  acceptable,  but  it  is  a  move  in 
the  right  direction,  and  in  my  opinion 
will  correct  many  of  the  discrepancies 
which  now  exist. 


The  National  Council  of  Farmer  Co¬ 
operatives  in  a  letter  addressed  to  me  to¬ 
day  had  this  to  say : 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  to  make  sec¬ 
tion  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
effective  in  the  protection  of  our  various  farm 
programs. 

Our  people  believe  the  original  language  of 
the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  accomp¬ 
lishes  the  original  objective  of  speeding  pro¬ 
cedure.  and  yet  safeguarding  it  in  the  hands 
of  the  Agriculture  Department  which  is  in¬ 
formed  and  prepared  to  act  as  rapidly  as  in¬ 
quiries  into  the  problem  may  Indicate. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  believe  the  confer- 
en'ie  report  version  is  not  clear  enough  for 
us  to  predict  the  interpretation  which  may 
later  be  put  on  paragraph  (f).  And  we  also 
feel  that  the  procedure  under  paragraphs 
(a)  and  (b)  provide  unnecessary  delay  in 
obtaining  the  facts  and  in  reaching  a  deci¬ 
sion  thereon. 

In  other  words,  the  chief  objection  by 
that  organization  is  with  respect  to  ques¬ 
tions  of  procedure.  In  the  letter  from 
which  I  have  just  quoted,  they  refer  to 
one  of  them.  In  my  humble  opinion,  the 
method  of  procedure  by  which  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  should  make 
the  over-all  study  would  run  into  serious 
difficulties.  The  study  cannot  be  con¬ 
fined  merely  to  milk  or  to  cheese,  or  to 
any  particular  farm  commodity.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  knows  that  in 
making  a  trade  agreement  we  cannot 
satisfy  everyone.  We  are  bound  to  tram¬ 
ple  on  the  toes  of  some.  Unless  an  over¬ 
all  study  is  made  of  the  situation  by  a 
bipartisan  group  which  is  familiar  with 
all  phases  of  our  foreign  trade,  a  good 
job  cannot  be  done  that  will  treat  every¬ 
one  as  equitably  as  he  should  be  treated. 
The  Senator  knows  that  to  be  so. 

It  will  not,  in  my  opinion,  be  as  simple 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  con¬ 
duct  the  hearings  as  the  Senator  has  in¬ 
dicated.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  cannot  solve  the  problem  by  a  study 
with  respect  to  what  effect  a  certain 
amount  of  wheat  coming  into  this  coun¬ 
try  would  have  on  the  wheat  producers: 
it  would  also  have  to  study  the  benefit 
that  an  agreement  in  which  wheat  is  in¬ 
volved  would  bring  to  the  producers  of 
other  commodities  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try.  That  over-all  picture  would  have 
to  be  considered  by  whoever  is  designat¬ 
ed  by  the  Congress  to  make  the  study 
that  is  called  for  in  section  22.  I  main¬ 
tain  that  the  department  of  government 
best  able  to  make  that  study  is  the  Tariff 
Commission.  It  has  experts  in  every  line, 
and  they  can  do  the  work  much  more 
quickly,  and  to  the  better  advantage  of 
everyone  concerned,  than  can  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  which  would 
be  the  prosecutor,  the  judge,  and  the  jury 
if  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
were  adopted. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Ml-.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  may  sound 
all  right,  Mr.  President,  but  the  actual 
experience  we  have  had  in  connection 
with  this  matter  is  that  there  are  too 
many  experts  in  the  Tariff  Commission. 
I  can  tell  the  Senator  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  time  after  time,  in  many  instances, 
when  an  agricultural  product  is  coming 


into  this  country  which  is  ruinous  to 
a  Government-supported  program.  I 
speak  of  the  result  to  the  taxpayers  not 
to  the  producers.  When  the  cumber¬ 
some  procedure  of  the  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  is  followed,  by  the  time  the  hear¬ 
ings  are  ended,  and  the  recommendation 
is  made,  months  and  months  have 
passed,  and  the  damage  has  been  done. 
The  Tariff  Commission  does  not  consult 
with  anyone.  It  has  its  own  experts. 
They  do,  as  the  Senator  says,  look  at  the 
over-all  picture.  The  experts  of  that 
agency  are  adept;  they  study  and  study 
and  study  the  subject,  and  by  the  time 
the  recommendation  is  finally  made,  the 
damage  is  done  to,  let  us  say,  perishable 
agricultural  products  involved.  If  they 
v/ould  act  v/ith  due  dispatch,  very  well; 
but  we  have  never  had  the  experience 
with  them  that  they  do  act  with  due  dis¬ 
patch. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  us  assume  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  makes 
the  investigation.  The  facts  and  the 
findings  must  then  be  submitted  to  the 
President.  If  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  cannot  show  the  President  how 
its  findings  or  recommendations,  if  it 
makes  recommendations,  will  affect 
other  commodities,  the  President  would 
have  to  go  to  the  Tariff  Commission  be¬ 
fore  reaching  a  final  decision. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  he  w'ished  to  do 
so;  yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course.  That  is 
where  he  would  go.  That  is  where  he 
has  to  go.  I  do  not  believe  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  equipped  with  the 
proper  staff  to  make  an  over-all  study 
of  how  a  certain  commodity  affects  other 
commodities  throughout  the  country. 
Yet  before  the  President  acts  on  any  pro¬ 
posal  concerning  trade  agreements  he 
has  to  know  how  his  action  will  affect 
the  producers  of  other  commodities. 

When  the  proposal  embodied  in  the 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment  was  first 
submitted  to  the  Congress,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  suggested  then  that 
the  best  agency  of  Government  to  make 
this  over-all  study  was  the  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission.  The  reason  for  the  Agriculture 
Department’s  recommendation  was  that 
the  Tariff  Commission  had  the  neces¬ 
sary  experts,  who  had  devoted  years  of 
study  to  the  subject,  that  they  had  most 
of  the  facts  at  hand,  and  that  therefore 
they  could  work  more  rapidly  than  could 
any  other  agency  of  Government. 

Mr.  President,  a  moment  ago  I  was  dis¬ 
cussing  the  position  of  the  farm  organ¬ 
izations. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  permit  me  to  interrupt, 
inasmuch  as  I  have  to  go  to  the  tele¬ 
phone  in  a  moment,  I  should  like  to  ask 
him  a  question;  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  every 
farm  organization,  so  far  as  the  Senator 
knows — including  the  so-called  Big  Five, 
to  which  we  have  referred — would  like  to 
see  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
adopted? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  read  state¬ 
ments  giving  their  views.  I  think  the 
Senator  was  a  little  in  error  in  saying 
that  all  of  them  are  opposed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  and  in  favor  of  the  Mag¬ 
nuson-Morse  amendment. 
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Mr.  MAGNUEON.  I  think  all  of  them 
endorsed  the  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment.  There  may  be  some  who  say,  as 
the  milk  producers  do,  that  “Although 
we  are  not  getting  the  whole  loaf,  this 
will  be  about  one-tenth  of  a  loaf  for  us.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Exactly.  I  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend  that  if  the  agree¬ 
ment  reached  in  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  were  thoroughly  understood  by 
the  various  farm  organizations,  then, 
instead  of  preferring  to  have  no  law  at 
all  on  the  subject,  I  believe  they  would 
prefer  to  have  the  conference  report,  for 
the  reason  that  it  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction,  and  it  will  tend  to  ameliorate 
many  of  the  diffipulties  which  give  rise 
to  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kefauver  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  say  that 
a  few  minutes  ago  Mr.  Sanders,  of  the 
National  Grange,  called  me  into  the  re¬ 
ception  room  and  expressed  the  view  that 
he  certainly  had  no  fear  that  harm  would 
come  to  the  farm  program  as  a  result  of 
returning  the  conference  report  for  a 
further  conference. 

Later  in  the  afternoon  I  shall  insert 
in  the  Record  a  letter  which  the  head 
of  the  Grange,  Mr.  Goss,  has  written, 
and  his  letter  certainly  expresses  their 
position  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  received  a  letter  from  the  Grange, 
dated  today,  June  26,  reading  as  follows: 

It  Is  our  opinion  that  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
bill  still  leaves  any  tariff  adjustments  to  the 
discretion  of  the  President.  Unless  clear-cut 
authoritative  interpretation  can  be  approved 
by  the  Senate,  we  believe  the  report  should 
be  returned  to  conference  for  clarification. 

A.  S.  Goss, 

Master,  the  National  Grange. 

I  pointed  out  in  particular  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  in  his  letter,  Mr.  Goss  says  that 
in  their  opinion — 

The  conference  report  •  •  •  still 

leaves  any  tariff  adjustments  to  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  President. 

Certainly  that  is  true,  regardless 
of  whether  the  conference  report  is 
adopted  or  whether  the  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  is  a  difference 
between  the  exercise  of  the  checks  under 
the  two  proposals. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  point  out 
that  after  the  findings  are  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  the  so- 
called  Magnuson-Morse  amendment  it  is 
not  obligatory  on  the  President  to  impose 
ad  valorem  fees. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  is  no  attempt  on 
the  part  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
the  Senator  from  Washington  to  make 
that  obligatory,  because  we  are  satisfied 
that  if  we  can  adopt  a  timing  schedule 
which  will  make  it  possible  for  us  to  get 
the  facts  to  the  administration  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  the  doing  of  damage,  the  dam¬ 
age  will  not  be  done. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Under  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  when  the  Tariff  Commis¬ 


sion  finds  that  the  facts  warrant  action 
by  the  President,  then  the  President 
must  act.  In  that  respect,  the  conferees 
have  followed  the  law  which  now  exists. 
Section  22  as  now  written  provides 
that — 

If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation — 

That  is,  if  an  investigation  is  made  by 
the  Tariff  Commission — 
and  report  to  him  of  findings  and  recommen¬ 
dations  made  in  connection  therewith,  the 
President  finds  the  existence  of  such  facts, 
he  shall  by  proclamation  impose  such  fees 
not  in  excess  of  50  percent  ad  valorem — 

And  SO  forth.  But  with  reference  to 
the  so-called  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment,  the  word  “shall”  is  changed  to 
“may.”  I  think  that  change  constitutes 
a  significant  difference,  especially  when 
we  view  that  language  in  connection  with 
the  proposal,  as  I  shall  read  it  in  a  few 
minutes,  which  has  been  submitted  to  the 
Senate  by  the  conference  committee, 
namely,  that  insofar  as  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  are  concerned,  and  insofar  as 
is  concerned  any  commodity  on  which  we 
have  effective  limitations  on  marketing 
or  production,  the  steps  which  will  be 
taken  will  be  as  effective  as  those  which 
could  be  taken  under  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment.  The  only  difference 
would  lie  in  who  shall  make  the  find¬ 
ings — whether  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  or  the  Tariff  Commission. 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat  that  it  would 
be  unfair  to  the  producers  of  other  com¬ 
modities  to  permit  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  make  the  investigation 
and  be  the  judge  of  everything  in  that 
connection,  because  necessarily,  in  the 
making  of  trade  agreements,  we  must 
take  Into  consideration  the  producers 
of  commodities  other  than  those  directly 
affected  by  the  agreements.  For  in¬ 
stance,  we  must  determine  the  extent  to 
which  the  manufacture  of  automobiles 
will  be  affected  and  the  extent  to  which 
the  manufacture  of  other  commodities 
will  be  affected  by  the  various  trade 
agreements  into  which  we  enter. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  knows  that, 
regardless  of  what  agreements  we  make, 
we  are  bound  to  trample  on  the  feet  of 
some  while  we  help  others,  or  vice  versa. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  raiLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  that  I  re¬ 
spect  the  views  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  regarding  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  but  our  difference  is  rather  funda¬ 
mental.  Our  difference  is  over  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  who  will  make  the  investigation, 
and  when  the  investigation  will  be  made. 

I  wish  to  say  that  the  conference  re¬ 
port  fails  miserably  to  place  any  effective 
check  on  the  trade  agreements’  section  of 
the  State  Department,  which  to  date 
have  shown  that  they  have  failed  to  have 
any  sound  understanding  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  American  agriculture. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
Tariff  Commission  is  a  fact-finding  body. 

Mr.  MORSE.  But  Its  findings  are 
made  too  late  to  be  effective  or  to  do 
any  good. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  bases  its  findings  on  the  facts  pre¬ 
sented  to  it,  and  then  the  Tariff  Commis¬ 


sion  advises  the  President  that  such  and 
such  should  be  done. 

I  repeat  to  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  that  if  the  investigation 
is  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
then  in  order  to  enable  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  have  an  over-all  picture 
in  regard  to  how  the  entire  program 
affects  the  producers  of  other  commod¬ 
ities,  either  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
will  have  to  go  to  the  Tariff  Commission 
or  he  will  have  to  have  a  force  of  his  own 
to  look  into  all  these  devious  problems, 
if  he  is  to  obtain  an  over-all  picture. 

Regardless  of  whether  this  matter  is 
submitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  or  not,  the  President  would  finally 
have  to  go  to  the  Tariff  Commission,  in 
the  event  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
could  not  give  him  the  over-all  picture. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
Senator  f  ^m  Louisiana  that  under  the 
Magnuson-Morse  amendment  the  de¬ 
partment  of  the  Government  best  quali¬ 
fied  to  advise  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  regard  to  the  effect  of  a  pro¬ 
posed  agreement  on  the  American 
farmer  will  have  its  day  in  court,  which 
is  not  possible  under  the  Senator’s  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  to  differ  with  my  good  friend  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  because  the  pro¬ 
posal  the  conference  committee  has 
made  is  that  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  shall  initiate  these  proceedings. 

Mr.  MORSE.  What  good  does  it  do  to 
initiate  a  proceeding  if  there  is  inability 
to  conduct  the  investigation  and  to  make 
the  findings  of  fact  on  the  basis  of  hav¬ 
ing  the  department  best  qualified  make 
the  findings  of  fact? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  believe  that  a  great 
deal  of  good  will  be  accomplished  by 
making  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  re- 
sponsihle._by  law  to  initiate  the  pro¬ 
ceedings. 

Mr.  MORSE.  What  the  Senator  Is 
doing  is  passing  the  buck  to  another 
agency  of  the  Government  which  ex¬ 
perience  has  shown  has  not  protected 
the  American  farmer.  That  Is  what  the 
Senators  from  Oregon  and  Washington 
are  trying  to  prevent.  The  conferees  are 
merely  continuing  the  evil  we  are  seeking 
to  remedy. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sure  my  good 
friend  from  Oregon  would  not  state  to 
the  Senate  that  if  this  matter  were  put 
entirely  into  the  hands  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  that  Department 
would  be  able  to  say  what  effect  it  would 
have  on  the  producer  of  automobiles  in 
Michigan,  upon  a  tire  producer  in  Ohio, 
or  upon  other  people  who  are  interested 
in  trade  agreements.  In  other  words,  in 
order  that  the  President  may  be  able  to 
make  up  his  mind  and  to  follow  the  sug¬ 
gestions  made  to  him  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  he  will  have  to  have  be¬ 
fore  him  a  study  of  the  over-all  picture, 
not  merely  a  statement  of  how  a  certain 
agreement  affects  wheat,  corn,  and  other 
things. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  do  not  seek  to  pre¬ 
vent  that. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  it  would  be  pre¬ 
vented  if  the  Tariff  Commission  is  by¬ 
passed  completely. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  do  seek  to  guaran¬ 
tee  to  the  American  farmer  that  his  in¬ 
terests  shall  be  protected  as  they  have 
not  been  protected  under  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  reciprocal-trade  agreement 
program  now  for  some  years  past. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  state  to  my 
good  friend  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  made  a  close  study  of  this 
matter.  The  Magnuson-Morse  agree¬ 
ment  has  been  before  the  Department 
for  study  for  quite  some  time,  and  the 
Department  itself  is  opposed  to  it.  The 
Department  thinks  that  the  agency 
which  ought  to  perform  this  function  is 
the  one  which  is  equipped  to  do  it,  name¬ 
ly,  the  Tariff  Commission. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  sure  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  per¬ 
fectly  well  aware  of  the  fact  that  when  a 
department  is  advised  as  to  what  an 
administration  policy  is,  it  is  not  in¬ 
clined  to  go  against  the  administration’s 
policy.  Of  course,  we  know  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  opposed  to  the  Magnu¬ 
son-Morse  amendment.  But  for  the 
Senator  to  quote  as  his  star  witness  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  itself,  does 
not  carry  any  weight  with  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  But  place  the  power  there, 
and  I  am  satisfied  that  then  for  the  first 
time  we  shall  get  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  the  independence  of  con¬ 
duct  which  we  ought  to  get  from  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  going  to  argue  further  with  my  good 
friend  on  that  subject.  Before  I  was 
Interrupted,  I  was  trying  to  show  the  po¬ 
sition  of  the  various  farm  organizations 
on  the  question  of  adoption  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  I  was  reading  from  a 
letter  addressed  to  me  today  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Grange.  The  letter  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

National  Grange, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  26,  1950. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  ES-lender, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington.  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  It  Is  our  opinion 
that  conference  report  on  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  bill  still  leaves  any  tariff 
adjustments  to  the  discretion  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  Unless  clear-cut  authoritative  inter¬ 
pretation  can  be  approved  by  the  Senate  giv¬ 
ing  assurance  that  such  adjustments  are 
mandatory,  we  believe  the  report  should  be 
returned  to  conference  for  clarification. 

Yours  sincerely, 

A.  S.  Goss, 

Master,  the  National  Grange. 

I  may  say  that  the  so-called  Magnu- 
son-Mcrse  amendment  does  not  make 
these  adjustments  obligatory  upon  the 
President.  Under  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee’s  proposal  the  President,  after  the 
facts  are  found,  after  the  report  is  made, 
must  adjust  the  tariffs,  and  the  extent 
to  which  he  must  adjust  them  depends 
upon  the  findings,  of  course,  whereas  un¬ 
der  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
he  does  not  have  to  act  if  he  does  not 
want  to. 


I  should  like  to  quote  from  a  telegram 
that  I  have  this  day  received  from  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation: 

WASHINGTON,  D.  C.,  June  26,  1950. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

United  States  Senator, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

In  compliance  with  your  request  concern¬ 
ing  the  views  of  the  American  Farhi  Bureau 
Federation  relative  to  the  conferees’  action 
on  section  22  of  H.  R.  6567,  they  are  as 
follows:  Section  22  was  designed  to  protect 
United  States  agriculture  from  imports  when 
such  imports  would  cause  undue  hardships 
to  domestic  producers  of  like  commodities. 
The  proposed  conference  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  22  does  not  accomplish  the  original  ob¬ 
jective  of  section  22  to  which  we  are  com¬ 
mitted  by  American  Farm  Bui-eau  Federa¬ 
tion  resolution. 

I  invite  special  attention  to  this: 

If  the  Congress  accepts  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  the  situation  will  be  improved  if  the 
legislative  history  includes  an  interpretation 
of  the  conference  amendment  showing  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  Congress  that  under 
the  conference  amendment  section  22  could 
be  Invoked  when  acreage  allotments,  mar¬ 
keting  quotas,  or  marketing  agreements  are 
in  force  "with  regard  to  any  agricultural 
commodity  or  when  surpluses  of  agricultural 
commodities  are  being  used  for  school  lunch 
and  other  domestic  consumer  programs. 

J.  Don  Parel, 

Associate  Director,  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation, 

I  think  I  have  made  that  very  plain  in 
the  debate  heretofore,  but  in  order  to 
make  it  doubly  certain,  I  requested  the 
office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  State  to 
submit  their  views  on  this  matter. 

This  is  was  was  said  in  a  letter  ad¬ 
dressed  to  me  by  the  Department’s 
Deputy  Legal  Adviser,  Jack  B.  Tate: 

June  26,  1950. 

The  Honorable  Allen  J.  Ellender,  Sr., 
United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  You  have  asked 
the  opinion  of  the  Department  as  to  what 
type  of  measure  would  be  considered  suffi¬ 
cient  to  justify  an  Import  quota  under  the 
general  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade,  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  the  conference  report  on  the 
proposed  amendment  to  section  22  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  State  Department, 
the  basic  question  is  one  of  fact.  Import 
quotas  would  be  permitted  under  the  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade  in  any 
case  where  there  is  an  effective  limitation 
on  domestic  marketing  or  production. 

That  is  the  point  I  emphasized  pre¬ 
viously  and  on  many  occasions,  particu¬ 
larly  last  Friday  and  also  here  today. 
The  letter  continues: 

A  farm  marketing  quota,  if  not  set  so  high 
as  to  exceed  what  the  farmers  would  ordi¬ 
narily  market,  would,  for  example,  constitute 
an  effective  restriction  within  the  meaning 
of  the  agreement.  Marketing  agreements 
and  orders  and  farm-acreage  allotments  are 
other  devices  which  might  also  constitute 
effective  restrictions. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Jack  B.  Tate, 
Deputy  Legal  Adviser. 

In  other  words,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
it  is  the  understanding  of  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate  that  farm¬ 
marketing  quotas  constitute  effective  re¬ 
strictions  on  production  or  marketing. 
It  is  also  understood  that  marketing 
agreements  and  orders  and  farm-acreage 


allotments  may  also  constitute  effective 
restrictions  on  marketing  or  production, 
and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  will  be  accepted  as  the 
authoritative  judgment  with  respect  to 
whether  a  marketing  agreement  and 
order  or  farm-acreage  allotments  are 
effective  restrictions. 

So  you  will  see  that  that  is  in  line  with 
what  the  Farm  Bureau  desired.  In 
other  words,  the  Farm  Bureau  states 
that  if  that  interpretation  can  be  made, 
it  would  have  no  objection  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

I  am  saying  that,  with  this  language 
and  with  this  interpretation  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  which  I  have  just  quoted,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  makes  it  as  effective  with 
respect  to  all  of  the  basic  crops  and 
others  crops  with  which  it  is  possible  to 
have  effective  marketing  controls  or 
acreage  allotments,  as  would  be  the  case 
under  the  Magnuson-Morse  amendment 
to  section  22. 

The  fifth  farm  organization  consulted 
by  me  was  the  National  Farmers  Union. 
As  of  today,  I  have  received  a  telegram 
from  the  union  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.  C.,  June  26,  1950. 
Senator  A.  Ellender, 

Senate  Office  Building; 

The  National  Farmers  Union  strongly 
urges  the  adoption  this  afternoon  by  the 
Senate  of  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
increasing  borrowing  power  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation.  While  we  did  not 
favor  the  adoption  of  the  Magnuson  amend¬ 
ment  and  would  prefer  that  the  bill  not  deal 
with  foreign  trade  matters,  we  feel  the  con¬ 
ference  report  has  modified  sufficiently  the 
original  Magnuson  amendment  so  that  the 
report  should  be  adopted  as  it  stands.  In  any 
case,  the  provision  of  the  additional  price- 
support  monetary  authorization  is  of  the 
utmost  gravity  to  farmers.  Commodity 
Credit  needs  the  additional  loaning  funds  at 
once  if  it  is  to  carry  out  congressional  com¬ 
mitments. 

Russell  B.  Smith. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  doubly  certain 
that  if  all  our  great  farm  organizations 
understood  the  report  which  is  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  and  if  they  knew  it  was 
going  to  be  given  the  interpretation 
which  I  have  just  indicated  as  coming 
from  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State, 
as  well  as  the  interpretation  placed  upon 
it  by  the  conferees,  they  would  conclude 
that  the  report  made  to  the  Senate  will 
be  as  effective  with  respect  to  all  our 
commodities  which  can  be  controlled 
either  through  marketing  agreements  or 
acreage  allotment,  as  would  be  the  case 
under  the  so-called  Magnuson-Morse 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  points  made 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  was  that 
a  great  deal  of  time  would  be  required 
for  the  Tariff  Commission  to  make  its 
investigation.  I  have  before  me  a  fev/ 
examples  of  the  time  required  to  submit 
to  the  President  certain  findings. 

On  November  20,  1940,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Advisory  Committee  to  the  Coun¬ 
cil  of  National  Defense  recommended  to 
the  Tariff  Commission  the  suspension  of 
import  quotas  on  long-staple  cotton  of 
one  and  eleven-sixteenths  inches  and 
longer  for  the  duration  of  the  emer¬ 
gency.  The  committee  pointed  out  that 
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this  cotton  was  urgently  needed  for  the 
manufacture  of  balloon  and  airplane 
fabrics  but  was  in  short  supply  in  the 
United  States.  The  Tariff  Commission 
ordered  an  investigation  on  December  4, 
1940,  held  hearings  1  week  later,  and 
issued  a  report  to  the  President  on  De¬ 
cember  13,  1940.  The  Commission  rec¬ 
ommended  the  suspension  of  quotas  on 
cotton  one  and  eleven-sixteenth  inches 
and  longer.  The  President  issued  a 
proclamation  to  this  effect  on  Decem¬ 
ber  19,  1940,  effective  immediately. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  President,  from 
the  time  the  Commission  was  asked  to 
make  the  investigation  until 'the  proce¬ 
dure  was  completed,  less  than  a  month 
transpired. 

I  have  before  me  quite  a  number  of 
such  examples,  but  I  have  only  7  min¬ 
utes  remaining,  so  I  shall  ask  that  there 
be  inserted  in  the  Record  the  rest  of 
these  examples  showing  the  time  in¬ 
volved  by  the  Tariff  Commission  in  its 
investigations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  exam¬ 
ples  referred  to  were  ordered  to  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

3.  SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

Until  the  proclamation  of  September  6, 
1939,  it  had  been  possible  for  United  States 
cotton  that  had  been  sold  to  Canada  and 
rejected  by  the  purchaser,  to  be  returned  to 
the  United  States  for  resale.  As  a  result  of 
the  proclamation  it  was  not  possible  to  do 
so  and  apparently  American  cotton  export¬ 
ers  had  suffered  losses.  On  October  27,  1941, 
the  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  requested 
the  Tariff  Commission  to  investigate  this  sit¬ 
uation.  An  investigation  was  ordered  on 
Kovember  12,  1941,  hearings  held  on  Decem¬ 
ber  10,  and  a  report  made  to  the  President 
on  February  20,  1942.  The  report  recom¬ 
mended  the  suspension  of  quotas  on  Ameri¬ 
can  cotton  returned  to  the  United  States 
upon  rejection  by  foreign  importers.  It  was 
also  recommended  that  the  quota  be  sus¬ 
pended  on  commercial  samples  of  cotton  and 
cotton  waste.  The  President  accepted  the 
report  and  Issued  a  proclamation  on  March 
31,  1942,  effective  immediately. 

4.  THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

As  a  result  of  the  trade  agreement  con¬ 
cluded  with  Peru  on  May  7,  1942,  it  was  un¬ 
derstood  that  country  quotas  on  long-staple 
cotton  would  be  changed  to  a  global  quota 
equal  to  the  total  of  the  country  quotas. 
This  change  would  permit  the  United  States 
to  Import  the  same  amount  of  long-staple 
cotton  despite  the  adverse  effects  of  the  war 
on  certain  producers.  A  request  for  this 
change  was  made  to  the  Tariff  Commission 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  on  May  9,  1942,  and 
an  Investigation  was  ordered  on  May  12. 
No  hearings  were  held.  A  report  recom¬ 
mending  the  change  was  sent  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  June  8  and  a  Presidential  proclama¬ 
tion  embodying  this  recommendation  was  is¬ 
sued  on  June  29,  1942,  effective  July  29. 

6.  FOURTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  requested  the 
Tariff  Commission  to  Investigate  the  situa¬ 
tion  with  regard  to  harsh  or  rough  cotton 
under  three-fourths  of  an  inch  which,  as 
noted  above,  had  not  been  covered  by  the 
President's  proclamation  of  September  6, 
1939.  An  investigation  was  ordered  on  Sep¬ 
tember  17,  1946,  hearings  held  on  October  14 
and  15,  and  a  report  Issued  to  the  President 
on  December  31,  1946.  The  Commission 
recommended  a  global  quota  of  70,000,000 
pounds  on  this  type  of  cotton.  'A  Presiden¬ 
tial  proclamation  to  this  effect  was  issued  on 
February  1,  1947,  and  made  retroactive  to 
September  20,  1946. 


6.  FIFTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

At  the  request  of  the  American  cotton- 
textile  industry  an  investigation  was  ordered 
on  January  23,  1947,  to  determine  whether 
or  not  a  supplemental  quota  should  be  estab¬ 
lished  for  long-staple  cotton.  Hearings  were 
held  on  February  18.  1947,  and  a  report  Issued 
to  the  President  on  April  21,  1947.  The  re¬ 
port  recommended  a  supplemental  quota  for 
cotton  1%  inches  or  more  but  less  than  IH 
Inches  of  23.094,000  pounds  for  the  quota  year 
ending  September  19,  1947.  The  President 
Issued  a  proclamation  on  June  9,  1947,  em¬ 
bodying  this  recommendation:  the  procla¬ 
mation  became  effective  on  June  14. 

7.  SIXTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

The  American  cotton-textile  Industry  re¬ 
quested  the  continuation  of  a  supplemental 
quota  on  long-staple  cotton  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  quota  year.  An  investigation  was  or¬ 
dered  on  January  15,  1948,  hearings  held  on 
February  17,  1948,  and  a  report  Issued  to  the 
President  on  May  14,  1948.  The  report  rec¬ 
ommended  that  no  quotas  be  placed  on  cot¬ 
ton  1%  Inches  or  longer  and  that  a  supple¬ 
mental  quota  of  18,300,000  pounds  be  es¬ 
tablished  for  cotton  over  IM^e  inches  but  less 
than  1%  Inches.  The  report  was  not  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  President  because  of  the  pas¬ 
sage  in  the  interim  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1948.  It  was  requested  that  the  Tariff 
Commission  reconsider  the  matter. 

On  July  14,  1948,  a  revised  report  was  sent 
to  the  President,  recommending  a  supple¬ 
mental  quota  of  18,000,000  pounds  for  cotton 
lYs  inches  or  over  and  less  than  liMe  Inches. 
In  addition  it  was  recommended  that  licenses 
be  issued  to  individual  cotton-manufactur¬ 
ing  concerns  on  the  basis  of  their  essential 
needs  for  the  remainder  of  the  quota  year 
ending  September  19,  1948.  A  Presidential 
proclamation'  to  this  effect  was  Issued  on 
July  20,  1948,  effective  Immediately. 

8.  SEVENTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  INVESTIGATION 

The  cotton-textile  Industry  requested  a 
further  continuation  of  a  supplemental 
quota  as  well  as  a  change  in  the  quota  year 
to  permit  them  to  obtain  foreign  long-staple 
cotton  under  the  quota  under  more  favorable 
conditions.  An  investigation  was  ordered  on 
June  9,  1949,  hearings  were  held  on  July  7, 
1949,  and  a  report  was  Issued  on  August  11. 
The  report  recommended  changing  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  quota  year  to  February  1  each 
year  for  cotton  li/g  Inches  or  more  but  less 
than  lii/ifi  Inches  and  establishing  an  Interim 
quota  of  16,487,042  pounds  for  the  period 
September  20,  1949,  to  January  31,  1950.  The 
President’s  proclamation  which  accepted  this 
report  was  Issued  on  September  3,  1949,  ef¬ 
fective  September  20,  1949. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  some 
investigations,  of  course,  necessarily  re¬ 
quire  more  time  than  do  others.  They 
involve  many  more  problems  which 
might  affect  many  more  commodities 
throughout  the  country.  But  I  want  to 
stress  the  point  that  irrespective  of 
whether  the  investigations  are  made  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  by  the 
Tariff  Commission,  the  study  and  final 
action  would  have  to  incorporate  an 
over-all  consideration  of  the  whole  cate¬ 
gory  of  problems,  and  not  only  the  spe¬ 
cific  article  or  commodity  in  question. 

I  wish  to  repeat  by  way  of  emphasis 
that  if  the  conference  report  be  adopted 
section  22  will  remain  now  as  law  with 
the  exception  of  several  changes  that 
I  have  previously  mentioned.  Primarily, 
Instead  of  the  President  being  respon¬ 
sible  for  initiating  the  hearing,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  will  be  designated 
by  law  to  do  so.  If  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  believes  action  should  be 


taken,  he  shall  so  advise  the  President, 
and  if  the  President  agrees  that  there  is 
reason  for  relief,  the  President  submits 
the  matter  to  the  Tariff  Commission, 
and  the  Tariff  Commission  proceeds,  un¬ 
der  the  law  as  it  is  now  written,  to  make 
its  findings. 

As  I  pointed  out  a  while  ago,  the  Tariff 
Commission  covers  in  its  findings  not 
only  the  commodity  in  question,  but  the 
effect  of  the  proposed  change  upon  other 
commodities. 

That  is,  if  we  let  a  basic  commodity 
come  in  from  a  foreign  nation,  it  may  be 
that  by  allowing  its  importation  in  a 
quantity  in  excess  of  what  it  should  be, 
American  producers  of  that  commodity 
may  be  seriously  affected:  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  we  must  also  look  into  the 
beneficial  effects  which  might  result  to 
the  producers  of  other  commodities,  such 
as  our  manufacturers  of  automobiles  and 
other  goods  which  are  sold  in  large 
quantities  abroad. 

I  repeat,  that  a  study  as  to  the  general 
effect  can  best  be  made  by  the  Tariff 
Commission  rather  than  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  which  is  interested 
primarily  in  agriculture. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  What  the  Senator 
says  in  analyzing  the  differences  between 
the  conference  report  and  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  correct  as  to  procedure ;  but  does 
not  the  Senator  agree  that  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  streamline  that  procedure 
and  make  it  less  cumbersome? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  cannot  agree  with 
my  distinguished  friend  in  that  respect, 
because  I  am  convinced  that  the  study 
must  be  a  broad  over-all  study.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  would  simply 
confine  its  study  to  agriculture — for 
example,  to  the  effect  of  permitting  a  few 
more  apples  to  come  into  this  country, 
and  what  the  result  would  be  with  regard 
to  the  apple  growers  of  Washington  or 
Virginia.  It  would  have  to  do  something 
it  is  not  equipped  to  do,  make  an  over-all 
study  to  find  out  how  the  agreement  as  a 
whole  affects  the  producers  of  other 
commodities,  and  other  goods  and  manu¬ 
factured  products. 

We  all  understand  that  in  entering 
into  an  agreement  with  another  nation 
we  are  bound  to  trample  on  the  toes  of 
some  of  our  producers.  We  cannot 
escape  that.  But  the  over-all  results 
have  been  good  in  the  past.  The  Senator 
knows  that.  That  is  why  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  has  gone  on  record  on 
several  occasions  in  renewing  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  power  to  enter  into  trade  agree¬ 
ments,  namely,  because  of  the  over-all 
good  it  does  to  our  entire  national 
economy. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Let  me  ask  the 
Senator  this  question :  There  is,  of 
course,  is  there  not,  a  distinct  difference 
between  the  conference  report  and  my 
amendment  as  to  procedure? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  as  to  procedure, 
but  as  to  who  shall  do  it ;  that  is  all. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  real  meat  of 
the  coconut  is  not  contained  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  at  all.  I  refer  to  the 
elimination  of  subsection  (f). 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  in  place  of  sub¬ 
section  (f) - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Article  II  is  sub¬ 
stituted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  generally 
correct.  As  to  the  basic  crops  or  any 
other  commodities,  on  which  there  can 
be  imposed  production  or  marketing  re¬ 
strictions,  the  conference  report  will  be 
as  effective  with  respect  to  those  com¬ 
modities  as  would  be  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  admit  it 
would  have  that  effect.  What  v/e  are  now 
doing  is  to  let  the  State  Department 
accept - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No ;  I  beg  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  pardon.  Under  the  present  law  the 
State  Department  can  enter  into  an 
agreement  or  can  amend  an  existing 
agreement  and  it  does  not  have  to  pay 
any  attention  to  articles  II  and  XIX  of 
the  general  agreement  on  tariffs  and 
trade,  but  by  the  conference  report  we 
make  the  State  Department  pay  atten¬ 
tion  to  it.  In  other  words,  the  President 
through  the  State  Department  could 
agree  with  any  foreign  nation  that  sec¬ 
tion  22  can  never  be  invoked.  The  con¬ 
ference  report  will  prevent  that  from 
happening. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  my  col¬ 
league  [Mr.  Magnuson]  had  intended  to 
yield  15  minutes  in  order  that  I  might 
speak  with  reference  to  the  amendment, 
but  because  of  the  lack  of  time,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
which  I  prepared  on  the  question  be  made 
a  part  of  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  Mr.  Cain’s 
statement  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  Pi’esident,  the  Junior  Senator  from 
Washington  wishes  to  support  the  Morse- 
Magnuson  amendment  to  House  bill  6567. 

Its  laudable  purpose  is  one  which  I  have 
supported  for  quite  some  time,  but  the  pres¬ 
ence  of  the  amendment  today  somehow  seems 
to  have  conveniently  coincided  in  some  minds 
with  a  year  that  finds  elections  taking  place. 
I  wish  to  support  the  amendment  while 
pointing  out  that  agriculture  is  but  one  of 
the  important  segments  of  our  Nation’s  econ¬ 
omy.  If  the  amendment  is  finally  made  a 
part  of  law,  and  I  hope  that  it  will  so  becorne, 
all  of  us  ought  to  understand  that  our  work 
of  securing  reasonable  protection  for  Amer¬ 
ican  industry,  business,  and  agriculture  has 
just  begun. 

Apparently  the  purpose  in  taking  investi¬ 
gations  of  injury  to  domestic  farm  programs, 
because  of  excessive  imports,  away  from  the 
Tariff  Commission  is  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  is  much  more  favorably  in¬ 
clined  toward  home  production  and  fewer 
Imports. 

It  would  not  be  flattering  to  any  Senator 
to  say  that  he  or  his  party  had  just  dis¬ 
covered  that  Agriculture  was  being  seriously 
set  back  by  excessive  imports  of  some  prod¬ 
uct  and  that  a  mistake  had  been  made  when 
the  State  Department  was  granted  too  much 
power  over  our  farmers. 

One  can  only  assume  that  some  among  us 
have  been  prompted  by  the  obvious  needs  of 
the  moment  to  take  a  very  small  step  in 
the  opposite  direction  from  that  consistently 
taken  in  earlier  tests  of  our  farm  and  foreign- 
trade  policy. 

We  had  a  vote  late  in  the  last  session  of 
the  Congress  on  a  proposal  to  limit  the  im¬ 


ports  of  furs  from  Russia,  and  other  no-cost 
or  low-cost  nations,  because  literally  thou¬ 
sands  of  our  own  fur  farmers  were  being 
ruined  by  millions  and  millions  of  dollars 
worth  of  Imports. 

That  amendment  would  only  have  given 
the  President  authority  to  impose  a  quota 
if  domestic  fur  farmers  were  being  seriously 
Injured  by  excessive  imports. 

That  vote  was  so  close  that  just  one  switch 
from  “nay”  to  “aye”  would  have  allowed 
it  to  clear  the  Senate. 

The  same  situation  occurred  on  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  limit  the  Imports  of  oil. 

The  same  thing  occurred  on  the  famous 
peril  point  amendment,  except  that  the  mar¬ 
gin  was  larger,  for  on  September  15,  1949, 
the  amendment  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of 
43  to  38. 

As  far  back  as  you  want  to  Investigate, 
some  Senators  have  consistently  voted  to 
Increase  the  power  of  the  State  Department 
to  lower  tariffs.  Increase  imports,  and  de¬ 
crease  American  output,  with  the  old  thread¬ 
bare,  v/ornout,  and  completely  discredited 
theory  that  to  do  so  would  be  an  Inducement 
to  foreign  nations  to  reduce  their  limitations 
on  shipments  of  goods  from  the  United 
States. 

Almost  every  country  of  the  world  has 
Increased  restrictions  on  imports  of  Ameri¬ 
can  farm  goods — not  only  once,  but  many 
times.  Not  only  by  increased  barriers,  but 
by  discriminatory  licenses  for  imports,  abso¬ 
lute  embargoes,  and  hundreds  of  bilateral 
trades  that  completely  eliminated  United 
States  products.  Elveryone  knows  it  is  be¬ 
coming  harder  and  harder  to  ship  American 
goods  abroad — especially  farm  goods. 

You  may  be  surprised  at  this  information. 
I  was;  but  it  is  good  evidence  of  what  I  have 
been  saying.  In  1947  we  exported  millions 
of  dollars  worth  of  farm  products  more  than 
we  Imported.  In  1948  we  shipped  millions 
of  dollars  more  of  agricultural  products 
abroad  than  we  purchased;  in  1949,  although 
the  margin  was  much  narrower,  we  still  sold 
more  than  we  imported.  Then  what  hap¬ 
pened.  All  at  once  we  discovered  that  the 
tariff  give-away  program  had  caught  up 
with  us. 

In  January  1950  we  imported  $63,000,000 
worth  of  agricultural  products  more  than  we 
exported  and  if  the  trend  continues,  as  it  is 
expected  to  do.  we  will  import  this  year 
over  a  million  dollars  more  of  agricultural 
products  than  we  will  export. 

Now  the  American  farmer  is  finding  this 
out,  and  people  in  political  life  are  discover¬ 
ing  the  same  thing  and  are  anxious  to  do 
some  small  bit  of  retracting  that  will  indi¬ 
cate  to  the  voter  and^the  taxpayer  that  im¬ 
provements  are  in  sight. 

Now  there  is  another  important  point  con¬ 
nected  with  this  effort  to  reverse  the  free- 
trade  trend.  As  was  to  be  expected  the  State 
Department  sent  one  of  its  American  repre¬ 
sentatives  up  to  try  to  “scotch”  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  committee  hearings.  Mr.  Winthrop 
Brown,  whose  principal  job  is  to  deal  with 
foreign  representatives  and  who  is  not  too 
interested  in  the  problems  of  the  farmers  in 
our  own  country,  naturally  asked  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  to  reject  the  amend¬ 
ment.  The  reasons  were  that  it  would  inter¬ 
fere  with  our  foreign  policy. 

Mr.  Brown  was  unwilling  to  admit  that 
any  part  of  the  amendment  was  good,  but 
objected  most  strenuously  to  the  section 
that  would  require  the  alteration  or  renego¬ 
tiation  of  any  agreement  containing  features 
repugnant  to  our  farm  policy  or  programs. 
He  said  it  would  be  a  great  blow  to  this 
country’s  prestige  to  have  to  nullify  any  parts 
of  our  trade  agreements,  even  though  con¬ 
gressional  action  in  the  establishing  of  farm 
programs  had  been  contradicted  In  those 
agreements. 

Now  it  couldn’t  be  any  plainer  to  me  that 
the  State  Department  is  worried  that  it  will 
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need  to  take  back  some  of  its  concessions  If 
this  amendment,  as  originally  proposed, 
carries. 

I  want  to  make  this  point  clear  now,  why 
did  Mr.  Brown  object  so  strongly  to  this 
section,  unless  some  of  those  agreements  did 
contain  concessions  that  were  contrary  to 
our  Internal  farm  policy?  It  is  a  frank 
admission  that  the  State  Department  nego¬ 
tiators  did  offer  and  did  give  to  foreign 
nations  concessions  that  contradicted  our 
farm  policy. 

Now  how  could  this  be?  I  know  that  para¬ 
graph  (f)  of  section  22,  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  before  us  very  laudably  reverses,  does 
state  that  no  farm  program  shall  be  adopted 
which  would  contravene  any  foreign  com¬ 
mitment.  I  know  that  this  carte  blanche 
authorization  to  our  negotiators  was  slipped 
into  the  farm  bill  by  the  State  Department 
over  the  objections  of  Agriculture  and  with¬ 
out  the  knowledge  of  many  legislators.  But 
this  was  done  only  a  year  or  two  ago — and 
only  one  trade  agreement  has  been  nego¬ 
tiated  since  that  clause  was  put  into  the 
law — and  under  that  law  only  one  agreement 
could  legally  have  contained  anything  that 
ran  contrary  to  established  Internal  laws. 

The  State  Department,  I  am  told,  objects 
to  the  amendment  because  it  might  require 
the  renegotiation  of  agreements  which  con¬ 
tain  concessions  that  obstruct  and  negate  our 
agricultural  program.  When  the  agree¬ 
ments  were  negotiated  there  was  absolutely 
nothing  in  any  actual  or  Implied  delegation 
of  power  to  any  of  our  negotiators  to  make 
foreign  commitments  that  would  run  con¬ 
trary  to  our  farm  program.  Any  commit¬ 
ment  so  made  must  have  been  qualified  or 
it  was  illegally  done  and  any  such  agree¬ 
ments  should  be  renegotiated. 

It  is  my  Information  that  most  trade 
agreements  do  contain  qualifying  sections 
which  allow  the  United  States  to  make  such, 
adjustments  as  are  necessary  to  enforce  and 
operate  its  agricultural  programs.  If  this  is 
so,  then  Mr.  Brown  is  dragging  the  biggest 
red  herring  the  administration  has  yet  been 
caught  with,  and  that  is  going  a  long  way. 
If  no  foreign  agreements  would  need  to  be 
altered  if  this  amendment  is  adopted,  then 
State  Department  objections  are  without 
meaning  and  indicate  only  a  desire  to  put 
something  over.  If  they  did  actually  go 
beyond  their  authority  and  make  trade  agree¬ 
ments  that  diametrically  oppose  domestic 
legislation,  then  they  should  be  censured  and 
investigated  thoroughly. 

I  stated  that  I  intended  to  support  the 
amendment — and  that  goes  for  the  reversal 
of  paragraph  (f)  of  section  22. 

It  is  indeed  a  paradox  that  anyone  who  op¬ 
posed  the  fur  amendment  and  the  peril 
point  amendment  when  the  trade  agreements 
law  was  extended  last  year  should  now  pro¬ 
pose  and  support  a  proposition  so  nearly  akin 
to  it. 

The  peril-point  amendment  defeated  so 
narrowly  last  fall  was  even  less  of  a  protective 
device  than  this  one. 

It  was  a  simple  requirement  that  a  quali¬ 
fied  and  expert  agency  of  the  Government 
should  give  to  the  President  its  best  judg¬ 
ment  concerning  how  low  a  tariff  might  be 
reduced  without  seriously  Injuring  a  do¬ 
mestic  Industry. 

The  report  was  to  be  kept  secret  by  the 
President,  even  from  Members  of  Congress, 
and  no  part  of  it  was  to  be  divulged  to  any¬ 
one  unless  the  President  saw  fit  to  cut  a 
rate  of  duty  below  the  minimum  mentioned. 
Then,  and  only  then,  was  he  to  tell  Congress 
what  that  particular  minimum  was  and  give 
his  reason  for  ignoring  it. 

How  could  anything  be  more  fair,  simpler, 
or  easier  to  administer?  How  could  it  'As  as 
restrictive  on  our  negotiators  as  this  amend¬ 
ment  before  us?  Yet  those  who  are  urging 
that  this  amendment  be  adopted  did  not 
all  vote  for  the  peril-point  amendment,  not 
by  any  means,  and  the  farmers  and  workers 
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and  industry  owners  who  are  being  accused 
of  a  lack  of  patriotism  because  they  continue 
to  urge  “buy  American  when  it  is  available” 
are  not  likely  to  be  fooled  by  a  reversal  of 
policy  just  before  election  time. 

The  proposal  of  this  amendment  to  H.  R. 
6567  is  a  frank  admission  that  its  sponsors 
do  not  trust  the  State  Department  to  refrain 
from  injuring  domestic  farmers  and  making 
foreign  deals  that  interfere  with  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  farm  programs. 

It  is  a  plain,  unvarnished  invitation  to  our 
displomats  to  stick  to  their  negotiating  and 
stay  within  the  bounds  of  their  authority. 
It  is  a  proposal  that  we  turn  our  agricultural 
programs  over  to  our  agricultural  experts  and 
delete  them  from  the  category  of  pawns  in 
the  international  game  of  politics. 

I  am  for  it,  and  I  congratulate  those  who 
have  seen  the  light  and  seek  some  reversal 
of  ovir  Nation’s  free-trade  policies. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  an  insertion  in  the 
Record? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  in  view  of  the  short¬ 
ness  of  the  time,  that  a  statement  which 
I  have  prepared  on  the  same  subject  be 
inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  Mr.  But- 
eer’s  statement  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Hugh  Butler 

Mr.  President,  1  intend  to  support  the  move 
to  send  this  bill  back  to  conference,  because 
I  believe  that  the  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment  is  essential  to  prevent  our  farm  price- 
support  program  from  being  destroyed  by  im¬ 
ports  of  surpluses  from  abroad. 

In  fact.  In  my  opinion,  the  Magnuson- 
Morse  amendment  does  not  go  far  enough. 
It  provides  a  method  of  keeping  out  agricul¬ 
tural  Imports  when  those  imports  are  dam- 
agalng  the  domestic  program,  but  the  meth¬ 
od  provided  is  unfortunately  a  slow  and  un¬ 
certain  one.  When  we  have  a  control  pro¬ 
gram  on  any  domestic  product,  we  should 
have  promptly  and  automatically  a  program 
of  control  on  Imports  of  the  same  com¬ 
modity.  It  is  no  use  controlling  domestic 
producers  if  we  do  not  also  control  Imjxirts. 
In  other  words,  import  controls  should  be 
just  as  strict  as  domestic  controls  and  should 
go  into  effect  just  as  promptly. 

During  the  last  few  years,  there  have  been 
far  too  many  cases  of  imports  of  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  coming  in  at  such  a  time  and  in  such  a 
way  as  to  sabotage  our  efforts  here  to  main¬ 
tain  farm  prices  at  a  reasonable  level.  Mil¬ 
lions  of  pounds  of  potatoes  have  been  shipped 
In  by  Canada  at  the  very  same  time  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  was  buying  up  millions  of  pounds 
of  domestic  potatoes  and  destroying  them 
to  hold  them  off  the  market.  Millions  of 
pounds  of  dried  eggs  have  been  shipped  in 
from  China  during  the  same  period  when 
the  Government  was  purchasing  eggs  here 
for  drying  and  storage.  Millions  of  bushels 
of  rye  and  other  grains  have  been  shipped 
here  from  Canada,  although  we  have  tre¬ 
mendous  stocks  of  these  grains  in  the  ware¬ 
houses  bought  or  taken  over  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  hold  them  off  the  market. 

It  seems  that  everyone  realizes  the  absurd¬ 
ity  of  these  contradictory  policies  except  the 
State  Department.  Sometimes  it  almost 
seems  that  the  State  Department  wants  to 
sabotage  our  farm  programs.  At  least  it  is 
evident  that  the  State  Department  does  not 
care  very  much  if  the  domestic  program  is 
damaged  by  agricultural  Imports.  That  is 
the  Impression  that  is  given  by  the  record  of 
past  attempts  to  handle  this  problem. 

As  stated  above,  Mr.  President,  I  feel 
strongly  that  the  Magnuson-Morse  amend¬ 
ment  does  not  really  go  far  enough,  but  it 
is  certainly  the  minimum  that  we  have  a 


right  to  insist  on  if  we  Intend  to  protect 
our  domestic  support  programs  from  inter¬ 
ference  by  these  agricultural  Imports.  I  very 
much  hope  that  if  this  bill  is  sent  back  to 
conference  the  Senate  conferees  will  be  firm 
and  will  be  able  to  persuade  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  that  we  must  have  this 
amendment  in  order  to  have  any  effective 
farm-support  policy. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

All  time  for  debate  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Anderson 

Holland 

Morse 

Benton 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Bricker 

Ives 

Murray 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Neely 

Butler 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Pepper 

Cain 

Kefauver 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Kem 

Russell 

Connally 

■Kerr 

Saltonstall 

Cordon 

Knowland 

Schoeppel 

Darby 

Leahy 

Smith,  Maine 

Donnell 

Leliman 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Douglas 

Lodge 

Sparkman 

Ecton 

McCarran 

Stsnnls 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Taft 

Ferguson 

McClellan 

Thomas,  Utah 

Frear 

McFarland 

Tobey 

Fulbrlght 

McKellar 

Tydlngs 

Gillette 

McMahon 

Watkins 

Green 

Magnuson 

Wherry 

Gurney 

Malone 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Martin 

Williams 

Hendrickson 

Maybank 

Withers 

Hill 

Mllllkln 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  A  vote  of  “yea”  would 
be  a  vote  in  favor  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  and  a  vote  of  “nay”  would  be  a  vote 
against  the  conference  report? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY  and  other  Senators  re¬ 
quested  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  cler'-.  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Lucas],  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate  because  of  a  death  in  his  family. 
Were  the  Senator  from  Illinois  present 
he  would  vote  “yea.”  Were  I  permitted 
to  vote  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I  withhold 
my  vote. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY  (when  Mr.  Hunt's 
name  was  called).  My  colleague,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt]  is  absent  on  official  business.  If 
present  and  voting  he  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  roll  call  was  concluded. 

Mr.  McFarland.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey]  is  absent  because  of  Illness. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  and  the  Senators  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Graham  and  Mr.  Hoey] 
are  absent  on  public  business. 


The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George],  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Johnston]  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas]  are  ab¬ 
sent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Kilgore]  is  unavoidably  detained  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business,  attending  the 
sessions  of  the  International  Labor  Or¬ 
ganization  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  as  a 
delegate  representing  the  United  States. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Myers]  is  absent  because  of  illness  in  his 
family. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brewster]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maine  would  vote  “nay.” 

"Ihe  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hoey]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  would  vote  “yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Myers]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor] .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  would  vote  “nay.” 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Kilgore],  and 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long] 
would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  senior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  junior  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Flanders],  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper],  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer],  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vanden- 
berg],  are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Dwor- 
shak]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Thye]  who  is  absent  by  the  leave  of  the 
Senate  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  who  is  also 
absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate.  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster]  who  is  necessarily  absent  is  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George].  If  present  and  voting  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  would  vote  “nay,”  and 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken¬ 
looper]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
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Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers] .  If  present 
and  voting  the  Senator  from  Iowa  would 
vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  yeas  and  nays  resulted — yeas  35, 
nays  35,  as  follows : 

YEAS— 35 


Anderson 

Humphrey 

Murray 

Benton 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Neely 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Mahoney 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Pepper 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Robertson 

Ellender 

Leahy 

Russell 

Pulbright 

Lehman 

Sparkman 

Gillette 

McCarran 

Stennis 

Green 

McClellan 

Thomas,  Utah 

Hayden 

McKellar 

Tydings 

Hill 

McMahon 

Withers 

Holland 

Maybank 

NAYS— 35 

Brlcker 

Ives 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Saltonstall 

Butler 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Cain 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Lodge 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Darby 

McCarthy 

Taft 

Donnell 

McFarland 

Tobey 

Ecton 

Magnuson 

Watkins 

Ferguson 

Malone 

Wherry 

Prear 

Martin 

Wiley 

Gurney 

Millikln 

Williams 

Hendrickson 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Aiken 

George 

Lucas 

Brewster 

Graham 

Myers 

Byrd 

Hlckenlooper 

O’Conor 

Capehart 

Koey 

Taylor 

Chavez 

Hunt 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Downey 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Thye 

Dworshak 

Kilgore 

Vandenberg 

Eastland 

Langer 

Young 

Flanders 

Long 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this 

question  the 

yeas  are  35, 

the  nays  are 

35.  Under  the  Constitution  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate,  having  the  right  to 
vote  in  case  of  a  tie,  casts  his  vote  in  the 
affirmative.  The  conference  report  is 
agreed  to. 

‘"“"““^MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 


sentatives,  by  Mr.  Chaffee,  one  of  its 
clerks,  announced  that  the  House  had 
agreed  to  the  report  of  the  committee  of 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4295)  to 
provide  certain  benefits  for  annuitants 
who  retired  under  the  Civil  Service  Re¬ 
tirement  Act  of  May  29,  1920,  prior  tp' 
April  1,  1948.  / 

The  message  also  announced  that^the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amei^ment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  J^OO)  to 
extend  and  improve  the  Fedjpral  Old- 
Age  and  Survivors  Insurance, System,  to 
amend  the  public  assistants'  and  child 
welfare  provisions  of  the  ^cial  Security 
Act,  and  for  other  purps^es;  agreed  to 
the  conference  asked  the  Senate  on 
the  disagreeing  votea^f  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  that ^Ir.  Doughtcn,  Mr. 
Mills,  Mr.  Camp,  ,Mr.  Lynch,  Mr.  Reed 
of  New  York,  Woodkiiff,  and  Mr. 
Jenkins  of  were  appointed  man¬ 

agers  on  theypart  of  the  House  at  the 
conference. 

The  m^age  further  announced  that 
the  Hoi^  had  disagreed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  01  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6073^0  amend  section  501  (b)  (6)  of  the 
rnal*  Revenue  Code,  agreed  to  the 
fference  asked  by  the  Senate  on  the 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
!reon,  and  that  Mr.  Docghton,  Mr. 
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!  Jills,  Mr.  Camp,  Mr.  Lynch,  Mr.  Reed 
if  New  York,  Mr.  Woodruff,  and  Mr. 

Jenkins  of  Ohio  were  appointed  man- 
igers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the 
lonference. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
louse  had  disagreed  to  the  amendments 
if  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6826)  to 
irovide  for  the  common  defense  through 
he  registration  and  classification  of  cer- 
;ain  male  persons,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses ;  agreed  to  the  conference  asked 
)y  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
he  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 

/■iNSON,  Mr.  Brooks,  Mr.  Kilday,  Mr. 

5hort,  and  Mr.  Arends  were  appointed 
nanagers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the 
conference. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
fie  House  fiad  agreed  to  the  report  of 
fie  committee  of  conference  on  tfie  dis- 
igreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
imendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8567)  making  appropriations  to 
lupply  deficiencies  in  certain  appropria- 
,ions  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1950,  and  for  other  purposes;  that  th 
louse  receded  from  its  disagreement 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbej|(%d 
!7  'to  the  bill,  and  concurred  thereim^nd 
fiatSJhe  House  had  receded  from  its 
iisag^ment  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  limbered  11,  12,  and  to  the 
Pill,  and  occurred  therein,  each  with  an 
imendmenV  in  which  it  rj^uested  the 
;oncurrenceS)f  the  Senat- 
The  messag^also  ani^nced  that  the 
House  had  disaWeed  tc/the  amendment 
pf  the  Senate  t^t^  joint  resolution 
(H.  J.'Res.  332)  prapding  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Joi/^Benate  and  House 
Recording  Pacilfify;  aSked  a  conference 
vith  the  Senattf^on  the^sagreeing  votes 
.m  the  two  Hi^es  thereoi^nd  that  Mrs. 

Norton,  M^ Stanley,  anck  Mr.  Bishop 
were  appi^ted  managers  on^he  part  of 
the  Hou^  at  the  conference. 

The  Jfiessage  further  annouiitod  that 
the  ^ouse  having  proceeded  toVecon- 
sid^  the  bill  (H.  R.  87)  relating  V  the 
pr^jjmotion  of  veterans  of  World  W^II 
:ys  the  field  service  of  the  Post  Office 
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H.  R.  5943.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  ereo^ 
tlon  of  a  bronze  and  stone  monument  at  J^e 
grave  of  Constantino  Brumldl;  and 
H.  R.  6692.  An  act  for  the  relief  gt  Sgt. 
Blaine  W.  Hughes. 


/partment,  returned  by  the  President  oi 
'■  the  United  States,  with  his  objections,  to" 
the  House  of  Representatives,  in  which 
it  originated,  it  was — 

Resolved,  That  the  said  bill  do  pass,  two- 
thirds  of  the  House  of  Representatives  agree¬ 
ing  to  pass  the  same. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  President : 

S.  2269.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  enlist¬ 
ments  of  aliens  in  the  Regular  Army; 

S.3771.  An  act  to  provide  transportation 
on  Canadian  vessels  between  Skagway, 
Alaska,  and  other  points  in  Alaska,  between 
Haines,  Alaska,  and  other  points  in  Alaska, 
and  between  Hyder,  Alaska,  and  other  points 
in  Alaska  or  the  continental  United  States, 
either  directly  or  via  a  foreign  port,  or  for 
any  part  of  the  transportation; 

H.  R.  1606.  An  act  conferring  jurisdiction 
upon  the  Court  of  Claims  to  hear  and  deter¬ 
mine  the  claim  of  Auf  der  Heide-Aragona, 
Inc.,  and  certain  of  its  subcontractors  against 
the  United  States; 

H.  R.  3783.  An  act  authorizing  the  transfer 
of  part  of  Camp  Joseph  T.  Kobinson  to  the 
State  of  Arkansas; 


PROMOTION  OP  VETERANS  OT  WORLD 

WAR  II  IN  FIELD  SERVIC^  OP  POST 

OFFICE  DEPARTMENT— V5frO  MESSAGE 

(H.  DOC.  NO.  627) 

The  VICE  PRESIDE^  laid  before  the 
Senate  a  message  imm.  the  House  of 
Representatives,  wjjpch  was  read,  as 
follows : 

In  the  House  of  R^hESENXATivES,  U.  S., 

June  26,  1950. 

The  House  o^Representatives  having  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  rec^sider  the  bill  (H.  R.  87)  en¬ 
titled  “An  relating  to  the  promotion  of 
veterans  o^World  War  II  in  the  field  service 
of  the  P^  Office  Department,”  returned  by 
the  Prudent  of  the  United  States  with  his 
objec^ns,  to  the  House  of  Representatives, 
in  wJTch  it  originated,  it  was — 

solved.  That  the  said  bill  do  pass,  two- 
t^rds  of  the  House  of  Representatives  agree - 
g  to  pass  the  same. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  message  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  which  was  read  by 
the  legislative  clerk. 

(For  President’s  message,  see  today’s 
proceedings  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  on  p.  9327.) 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  message  from  the  President 
and  the  bill  will  lie  on  the  able,  and  the 
bill  will  be  printed  in  the  Record.  The 
Chair  hears  no  objection. 

The  bill  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  classified  postal 
employees  or  classified  substitute  postal  em¬ 
ployees  who  are  in  the  postal  service  on  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  act,  or  who  shall 
enter  such  service  after  such  date  but  prior 
to  July  1,  1950,  and  subsequent  to  service  in 
the  military  or  naval  forces  of  the  United 
States  during  World  War  II,  terminated  under 
honorable  conditions,  who  have  not  reached 
the  maximum  grade  of  salary  shall  receive 
credit  for  time  served  in  the  military  or  naval 
forces  to  the  extent  that  they  have  not 
already  received  credit  for  such  military  or 
naval  service  in  determining  their  salary 
grade.  Such  credit  shall  be  on  a  pro  rata 
basis  for  each  year  served  in  the  military  or 
naval  forces.  On  the  basis  of  such  credit, 
^each  employee  to  whom  this  section  applies 
all  be  promoted  to  the  grade  to  which 
stl^  postal  employee  or  substitute  postal  em¬ 
ploye  would  have  progressed  had  his  original 
appototment  been  to  grade  1. 

Sec/^.  Substitute  postal  employees  who 
failed  ompromotion  to  regular  because  they 
were  in  me  military  or  naval  forces  during 
World  Wa^K  shall,  for  the  purpose  of  deter¬ 
mining  theil^ostal  salary,  be  held  to  have 
been  promoteTkto  such  regular  position  as  of 
the  date  a  vaca^y,  to  which  they  as  senior 
substitute  coulr^  have  been  promoted, 
occurred. 

Sec.  3.  No  persori^ehall,  by 'reason  of  the 
enactment  of  section  j^f  this  act,  be  entitled 
to  any  compensation  fok  any  period  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  thi^act. 

Sec.  4.  For  the  purposllk  of  this  act,  the 
term  “World  War  II”  meamkthe  period  be¬ 
ginning  September  16.  1940,  ending  June 
30,  1946,  both  dates  inclusive^ 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  JOINT  S^^TE  AND 
HOUSE  RECORDING  FACILITY 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  bef^e  the 
Senate  a  message  from  the  House  ofTEep- 
resentatives  announcing  its  disagHe- 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  tp 
the  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  332)  pro- 
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•i^ding  for  the  establishment  of  a  joint 
Senate  and  House  recording  facility, 
and'M'equesting  a  conference  with  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  move  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  insist  upon  its  amendment,  agree  to 
the  request  of  the  House  for  a  confer¬ 
ence,  and  thUt  the  Chair  appoint  the 
conferees  on  th^part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  w'Sis  agreed  to;  and  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  Benton, 
Mr.  Gillette,  and  Mr.  Mundt  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  RESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  S^ate  reported 
that  on  today,  June  26, 1950/te  presented 
to  the  President  of  the  Uru^ied  States 
the  following  enrolled  bills: 

S.  2269.  An  act  to  provide  for  tbK  enlist¬ 
ments  of  aliens  in  the  Regular  Arin^  and 

S.  3771.  An  act  to  provide  transportatian  on 
Canadian  vessels  between  Skagway,  Alaska, 
and  other  points  In  Alaska,  between  Hain^, 
Alaska,  and  other  points  in  Alaska,  and  be\ 
tween  Hyder,  Alaska,  and  other  points  ln\ 
Alaska  or  the  continental  United  States, 
either  directly  or  via  a  foreign  port,  or  for 
any  part  of  the  transportation. 

AMENDMENT  OP  MUTUAL  DEFENSE  AS¬ 
SISTANCE  ACT  OP  1949 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3809)  to  amend  the  Mu¬ 
tual  Defense  Assistance  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  McKELLAR  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  McFarland.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFarland.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
now  my  purpose  to  ascertain  whether 
there  will  be  objection  to  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  to  vote  upon  the  un¬ 
finished  business.  Senate  bill  3809,  next 
Wednesday  at  4  o’clock.  That  is  the  bill 
to  amend  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance 
Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFarland.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  state 
to  the  distinguished  acting  majority 
leader  that  in  view  of  the  statement 
made  by  several  witnesses  for  the  Ad-^ 
ministration  before  the  Appropriation 
Committee  this  morning  it  seems  to  jAe 
it  would  be  preferable  to  withhold  •''the 
unanimous-consent  request,  if  th^-'Sen- 
ator  is  going  to  offer  one,  until  ,|tt  least 
tomorrow.  I  shall  be  glad  at  th^  time  to 
try  to  work  out  a  unanim^s-consent 
agreement.  If  the  request  v^re  put  over 
until  tomorrow  it  would  ^e  us  time  to 
contact  members  on  thiylide  respecting 
their  wishes  in  the  matter.  I  believe  to¬ 
night  would  be  too  eajdy  to  make  such  a 
request.  I  shall  be  gdad  to  cooperate  and 
try  to  secure  a  una^mous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  later  on,  pdssibly  tomorrow,  when 
debate  is  conthlued  on  the  measure. 

Mr.  McFAjF^LAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  J(he  statement  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  n^ority  leader.  I  should  like  to 
suggestj^owever,  that  it  is  very  import¬ 
ant  ^  obtain  a  unanimous-consent 
agre^nent  to  vote  upon  the  measure,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  view  of  the  conditions  in  the 
world  today,  and  also  in  order  that  Sen¬ 
ators  may  know  how  to  govern  them¬ 


selves  in  line  with  the  legislative  pro¬ 
gram.  During  next  week  will  be  the 
Fourth  of  July.  While  it  is  not  planned 
to  have  any  particular  vacation  at  that 
time.  Senators  will  want  to  know  what 
measures  will  be  brought  up  and  what 
measures  will  be  voted  upon.  I  respect¬ 
fully  suggest  to  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  that  it  is  important  to  come  to  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  to  vote 
upon  the  measure  on  next  Wednesday, 
if  possible.  If  we  cannot  have  an  agree¬ 
ment  to  vote  on  Wednesday,  let  us  have 
an  agreement  to  vote  on  Thursday.  But 
an  agreement  to  vote  on  any  later  date 
would  probably  inconvenience  many 
Senators. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFarland.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  acting  majority  leader, 
now  that  he  has  mentioned  it,  what  the 
plans  will  be  for  the  Fourth  of  July  and 
the  day  prior  thereto,  which  will  be  Mon¬ 
day?  Is  the  acting  majority  leader  in 

position  to  state  that  there  might  be  & 
^cess  for  a  period  running  from  possibly' 
Friday  to  Wednesday;  or  does  the  actipg 
majority  leader  now  announce  t^at 
there'-y/ill  be  a  session  of  the  Sen^  on 
Mondajli? 

Mr.  :^FARLAND.  I  would  prefer 
that  the  flftajority  leader  make  an  an- 
ouncement^is  to  that  matter  for  him¬ 
self  when  he  'teturns.  He  jte  absent  now 
because  of  illnete  in  his  f^ily.  I  under¬ 
stand  he  has  previpusly^^ated  that  there 
would  be  no  rec^s /except  over  the 
Fourth  of  July,  an^j/only  for  that  day. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  President,  will 

the  Senator  yiel(i''furt!Ker? 

Mr.  McFARJ^ND.  I  ^ijeld. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  it  iS  ipow  contem¬ 
plated  that, -there  will  be  a  session  on 
Monday  the  3d  of  July? 

Mr.  MdEARLAND.  Unless  -^e  ma¬ 
jority  leader  announces  to  the  c^trary. 

Mr.  -CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  ^nator  yield?  \ 

l^r.  MCFARLAND.  I  yield.  \ 

/Mr.  CONNALLY.  Let  me  say  to  tiro 
^  Senator  from  Nebraska  that  I  think  if' 
'is  well  at  the  earliest  date  to  fix  the  time 
to  vote  on  the  mutual-defense  assist¬ 
ance  measure.  I  believe  it  will  be  in  the 
interest  of  those  who  want  to  debate  it 
to  know  when  it  will  be  voted  upon.  If 
a  date  for  voting  is  not  fixed  Senators 
will  delay  presenting  their  positions 
with  respect  to  the  bill.  If  today  we  flx 
the  time  for  voting  on  the  bill  the  Sena¬ 
tors  can  guide  themselves  much  better 
than  if  a  definite  time  is  not  fixed.  I 
hope  the  Senator  will  agree  to  a  vote 
being  had  sometime  tomorrow. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  shall  be  glad  to  try 
to  work  out  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  to  vote  on  the  military-as¬ 
sistance  bill.  I  do  not  believe  that  to¬ 
night  is  the  time  to  make  that  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request,  but  I  will  cooper¬ 
ate  and  will  endeavor  to  find  out  what 
are  the  wishes  of  all  Senators  on  this 
side.  The  suggestion  for  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  comes  at  a  very  late 
hour  today.  I  desire  to  contact  several 
Senators  on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  par¬ 
ticularly  one  or  two  of  them  who  are 
away.  If  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 


quest  is  presented  tomorrow,  I  shall  bq' 
very  glad  to  try  to  work  out  a  progr^ 
satisfactory  to  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas.  / 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  The  only  ^ng  is 
that  if  we  wait  until  tomorikw,  and 
agree  to  vote  tomorrow -  / 

Mr,  WHERRY.  Oh,  Mr.^esident,  I 
am  quite  positive  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  does  no^eel  we  should 
vote  on  the  bill  tonjorrow.  It  has 
scarcely  been  debated 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  y  I  meant  Wednes¬ 
day. 

Mr.  WHERR^  The  distinguished 
acting  majoriy*^  leader  has  made  the 
point  that  b^Friday  several  Senators 
will  want  to  leave,  to  make  some 
speeches  perhaps  in  advance  of  the 
Fourth  or  July,  even  though  a  recess  is 
not  tak|^  over  Monday,  and  that  pos¬ 
sibly  ir  is  best  that  we  vote  before  those 
Seniors  leave.  I  agree  with  that  sug- 
gegdon.  But  in  view  of  the  importance 
of  the  measure  and  in  view  of  the  fact 
^yhat  statements  have  been  made  that 
recommendations  might  be  coming 
forthwith  from  the  President,  I  feel 
that  tomorrow  is  the  earliest  time  we 
should  consider  a  unanimous-consent 
request  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  feel  sure  that 
Senators  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
will  agree  that  we  ought  to  vote  on  the 
measure  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  The  bill  was  re¬ 
ported  from  the  committee  unanimously. 
I  do  not  think  much  time  will  be  occu¬ 
pied  in  discussing  it.  The  longer  the 
time  for  voting  is  put  off,  the  longer  Sen¬ 
ators  will  wait  and  put  off  their  presenta¬ 
tions,  and  then  at  the  last  minute  they 
will  not  be  able  to  present  their  views. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Texas  will  agree  with  me  that  I  am  in 
favor  of  obtaining  unanimous-consent 
agreements  providing  for  votes  as  ex¬ 
peditiously  as  possible.  The  Senator 
knows  he  will  have  my  cooperation  in 
attempting  to  secure  a  unanimous-con- 
sent  agreement  to  vote  on  the  pending 
^hill,  but  I  feel  that  tonight  is  too  early  a 
tame  to  make  the  request.  I  am  not  pro¬ 
pped  now  because  I  have  not  even  con¬ 
tact^  Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
relative  to  their  wishes.  I  certainly  will 
do  so,  and  if  the  unanimous- consent  re¬ 
quest  is\resented  tomorrow  we  will  be 
able  to  giVe  the  information  the  acting 
majority  le^er  is  now  seeking. 

The  VICeVrESIDENT.  No  request 
has  been  subr^ted,  and  the  Chair  un¬ 
derstands  objecftqn  has  been  interposed. 
Therefore  there  \s  nothing  before  the 
Senate  on  the  subj^t. 

Mr.  McKELLAR  oo^ined  the  floor. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mri^esident,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  m^ent  so  I  may 
submit  a  request? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield\f  it  will  take 
only  a  moment. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  Presidef^t,  my  re¬ 
quest  is  that  I  be  recorded  a\  voting 
aflai'matively  on  the  last  vote.  \ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  reliuest 
is  out  of  order.  The  Senator  cannot.be 
recorded  as  voting  after  the  result  of 
the  vote  has  been  announced. 


[Public  Law  579 — 81st  Congress] 

[Chapter  381 — 2d  Session] 

[H.  R.  6567] 

AN  ACT 

To  increase  the  borrowing  power  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  IIou.se  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assernbled,  That  section  4  of  the 
Act  approved  Marcli  8,  1938  (52  Stat.  lOS),  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  ont  ‘*$4,750,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$6,750,000,000”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  (i)  of  tlie- Commodity  Credit  Corporation  Charter 
Act  (02  Stat.  1070)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$4,750,000,000”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$6,750,000,000'". 

Sec.  3.  Section  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended 
(U.  S.  C.,  title  7,  sec.  624) ,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  22.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  reason  to 
believe  that  anj’  article  or  articles  are  being  or  are  pi-actically  certain  to 
be  imported  into  the  Llnited  States  under  such  conditions  and  in  such 
quantities  as  to  render  or  tend  to  render  ineffective,  or  materially  inter¬ 
fere  with,  any  program  or  operation  undertaken  under  this  title  or  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  or  section 
32,  j-^ublic  Law  Numbered  320,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved 
August  24,  1935,  as  amended,  or  any  loan,  purchase,  or  other  program 
or  operation  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  or  any 
agemcy  operating  under  its  direction,  with  resjieet  to  any  agricultural 
commodity  or  product  thereof,  or  to  reduce  substantially  the  amount 
of  aily,product  processed  in  the  United  States  from  any  agricultural 
commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to  which  any  such  program 
or  operation  is  being  undertaken,  he  shall  so  advise  the  President,  and, 
if  the  President  agrees  that  there  is  reason  for  such  belief,  the  President 
shall  cause  an  immediate  investigation  to  be  made  by  the  United  States 
Tariff  Commission,  which  shall  give  precedemce  to  investigations 
under  this  section  to  determine  such  facts.  Such  investigation  shall  be 
made  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  interested 
parties,  and  shall  he  conducted  subject  to  such  regidations  as  the 
President  shall  specify. 

“(b)  If,  on  the  basis  of  such  investigation  and  report  to  him  of 
findings  and  recommendations  made  in  connection  therewith,  the 
President  finds  the  existence  of  such  facts,  he  shall  by  proclamation 
impose  such  fees  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centunu  ad  valorem  or  such 
quantitative  limitations  on  any  article  or  articles  which  may  be 
entered,  or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  as  he  finds 
and  declares  shown  by  such  investigation  to  Iw  necessary  in  order 
that  the  entry  of  such  article  or  articles  will  not  render  or  tend  to 
render  ineffective,  or  materially  interfere  with,  amiy  program  or  opera¬ 
tion  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sectioon.  or  reduce  substan¬ 
tially  the  amount  of  any  product  processed  in  the  United  States  from 
any  such  agricultural  commodity  or  product  thereof  with  respect  to 
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■whicli  any  such  program  or  operation  is  being  undertaken:  Provided^ 
That  no  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  impose  any  limitation 
on  the  total  quantity  of  any  article  or  articles  which  may  be  entered, 
or  withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  which  reduces  such 
permissible  total  quantity  to  proportionately  less  than  50  })er  centum 
of  the  total  quantity  of  such  article  or  articles  which  was  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse,  for  consumption  during  a  representative 
period  as  determined  by  the  President:  And  provided  further.  That 
in  designating  any  article  or  articles,  the  President  may  describe  them 
by  plu'sical  qualities,  value,  use,  or  upon  such  other  bases  as  he  shall 
determine. 

“(c)  The  fees  and  limitations  imposed  by  the  President  by  procla¬ 
mation  under  this  section  and  any  revocation,  suspension,  or  mollifica¬ 
tion  thereof,  shall  become  effective  on  such  date  as  shall  be  therein 
specified,  and  such  fees  shall  be  treated  for  administrative  purposes 
and  for  the  purposes  of  section  32  of  Public  Law  Numbered  320, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress,  approved  August  24.  1935,  as  amended,  as 
duties  imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  i;t30,  but  such  fees  shall  not  be 
considered  as  duties  for  the  purpose  of  granting  any  preferential  con¬ 
cession  under  any  international  obligation  of  the  United  States. 

“(d)  After  investigation,  report,  finding,  and  declaration  in  the 
manner  provided  in  the  case  of  a  proclamation  issued  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  any  proclamation  or  provision  of  such 
proclamation  may  be  suspended  or  terminated  by  the  I’resident  when¬ 
ever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that  the  circumstances  requiring  the  proc¬ 
lamation  or  provision  thereof  no  longer  exist  or  ma}’  be  modified  by 
the  President  Avhenever  he  finds  and  proclaims  that  changed  cir  nim- 
stances  require  such  modification  to  carry  but  the  purposes  of  [this 
section. 

“(e)  Any  decision  of  the  President  as  to  facts  under  this  section 
shall  be  final. 

“(f)  No  proclamation  under  this  section  shall  be  enforced  in  cont.ra- 
’Vention  of  any  treaty  or  other  international  agreement  to  which  t  he 
United  States  is  or  hereafter  becomes  a  party;  but  no  international 
agreement  or  amendment  to  an  existing  international  agreement  shall 
hereafter  be  entered  into  which  does  not  permit  the  enforcement  of 
this  section  with  respect  to  the  articles  and  countries  to  which  such 
agreement  or  amendment  is  applicable  to  the  full  extent  that  the 
general  agreement  on  tariffs  and  trade,  as  heretofore  entered  into  by 
the  United  States,  permits  such  enforcement  with  respect  to  the  articles 
and  countries  to  which  such  general  agreement  is  applicable.  Pro¬ 
scription  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty  for  any  article  than  that  prescribed 
by  the  general  agreement  on  tariffs,  and  trade  shall  not,  if  subject  to 
the  escape  provisions  of  such  general  agi*eement,  be  deemed  a  violation 
of  this  subsection,” 

Approved  June  2S,  1950, 
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